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Abstract 
In recent years, the responsibility for the desegregation of American public 
schools has transitioned from federal court mandates to school board programs and 
policies.  There is widespread belief that this has resulted in the resegregation of schools 
across the country. One popular policy that is purported to provide the opportunity for 
voluntary integration, along with accountability for academic quality, is school choice. 
The purpose of this study was to consider the implications of such a policy in one large 
school district. There is an extensive body of research exploring who participates in 
school choice, how they make their choices, and why they choose the schools their 
children attend. In contrast, this study was designed to investigate the actual choices 
made by parents and the impact of those choices on the elementary schools in the district. 
This quantitative descriptive study examined the racial and socioeconomic 
composition of students in one district’s elementary schools during the 2009-2010 school 
year, and explored the extent to which the student populations in these schools would 
differ if all students had attended their attendance area schools, rather than participating 
in the district’s voluntary choice plan. The actual 2009-2010 demographics were 
compared to “counterfactual” demographics for each school. The researcher generated 
the counterfactual data by removing the students who chose to attend the school and 
adding back the students who chose to exit the school. These actual and counterfactual 
demographics for each school were used to compare dissimilarity indices calculated for 
the district’s elementary schools as they actually were, and as they theoretically would 
 v 
have been without the school choice program.  Additionally, the quality of the schools 
parents chose was investigated. 
The results showed that, in this district, the school choice plan did not impact the 
level of integration in the elementary schools.  The schools were moderately segregated 
with the school choice plan in place, but were also moderately segregated based on the 
counterfactual demographics that represented the district without school choice. Most 
parents (60%) chose high quality schools, as identified by the state’s accountability plan. 
However, parents who chose low achieving schools were disproportionately black and 
poor. Further research is warranted to determine if the mechanics of the school choice 
plan could be manipulated to improve the level of integration in the district, and to better 
understand the decisions made by some parents to send their children to low performing 
schools. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
The notion of school choice, in its variety of forms, has inspired controversy and 
debate at all levels of American educational and political systems. In reality, certain 
parents have always had school choice, which was exercised by purchasing homes in 
neighborhoods where public schools were reputed to be excellent and easily accessible, 
thereby providing their children the opportunity to walk or bike to school with 
neighborhood peers. Wealthier parents opted to send their children to exclusive private 
schools and academies. In the early 1970s, many northern school districts developed 
magnet schools with specialized programs designed specifically to attract suburban, 
usually middle-class white students, to urban schools. This earliest form of public school 
choice was an effort to voluntarily integrate schools and avoid court-ordered busing for 
desegregation purposes. Magnet schools rapidly spread across the country, with more 
than three thousand themed magnet schools in the United States by 2008 (Magnet 
Schools of America, 2009).  
In recent years, school choice has expanded and taken on new meaning and 
purpose. Once again associated with Federal interventions, school choice plans across the 
country have been developed to address integration and equity issues, but also to advance 
education reform for improvement in the education of all students. The No Child Left 
Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) includes a choice provision for children whose schools are 
deemed failing. School choice has become an umbrella under which many different plans 
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operate. By and large, choice plans may include a wide variety of options, from home-
schooling and vouchers for private and parochial schools; to magnet schools, virtual 
schools, and charter schools; to transfers allowed to other public schools within or outside 
a student‘s own district. 
While the debate and controversy over school choice takes place from a ―macro‖ 
or ―big picture‖ perspective, in reality, school choice is a singular decision made by one 
or more parents for an individual child. Yet these familial choices impact the populations 
of classrooms and schools across the country. These decisions are critical because each of 
these individual choices contributes to the educational landscape for all children. School 
choice truly represents the intersection of personal choice and societal needs. 
During the past sixty years, judicial intervention has expanded the opportunities 
and choices available to many children, dramatically changing that educational terrain. 
Before Brown v. Board of Education (1954), by law, most children of color attended 
inferior, segregated schools. This de jure segregation led to a ―dual system‖ of public 
schools in most states. Slowly, and painfully in many cases, American public education 
began to change. Dozens of court cases across the country and the passage of the Civil 
Rights Acts of 1957 and 1964, as well as the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965, finally led to desegregated schools during the two decades that followed. Several 
Supreme Court cases (Green v. County School Board of New Kent County, 1968; Swann 
v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education, 1971; Alexander v. Holmes County, 1969; 
Keyes v. School District No.1, Denver, Colorado, 1973; Miliken v. Bradley II, 1977) 
enumerated specific instructions to school districts as to exactly how they were expected 
to eliminate de jure segregation throughout all facets of school operations. School 
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districts that met these criteria were then deemed ―unitary‖ by the courts because there 
was no longer a separate, second-class system of schools for black children. 
 This Federal intervention proved effective. While in 1963 only 1% of black 
children in the south attended schools with any white children, by 1973, 91% of southern 
black children attended school with at least some white children (Thernstrom & 
Thernstrom, 1997). According to Orfield and Yun (1999), desegregation continued across 
the south, with 44% of black students attending majority white schools in 1988. More 
recently however, increasing racial segregation has been widely reported, with only 27% 
of black students attending majority white schools in 2004 (Orfield and Lee, in Looking 
to the Future, 2005), leading some to suggest that public education in the United States 
has moved into the post-desegregation era (Brown, K., 2005). 
Statement of the Problem 
After many years of dozens of school desegregation cases on the Supreme Court 
docket, there were nearly ten years of inactivity before the Parents Involved in 
Community Schools v. Seattle School District No. 1 (2007), was decided. The Parents 
Involved case, while related to school integration, was not actually about mandatory 
desegregation, but related to voluntary plans for integration. Derek Black (2008) 
suggested that this case illustrates the current philosophy where ―desegregation rests 
largely on the goodwill of school districts‖ (p. 2). It has also been suggested that when 
school districts achieve unitary status, resegregation is inevitable (United States 
Commission on Civil Rights, 2007). There is a large body of research and analysis of 
school desegregation nationally, and within the different regions and states. However, for 
integration to be meaningful, it must exist at the school level. Consequently, the analysis 
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of integration must also be undertaken at that level. Large-scale studies may illustrate 
trends, but do not illuminate the day-to-day educational environment for individual 
students. In their study of 21 of America‘s largest school districts, Saporito and Sohoni 
(2007) found that nearly half of socioeconomic segregation was due to students attending 
schools outside their own neighborhoods. This kind of analysis is needed at the school 
level within districts to truly understand the racial and socioeconomic effects of voluntary 
integration plans such as school choice. 
Purpose 
By 1972, while under Federal court supervision, the school district in this study 
was purported to be a model for the desegregation of large school districts in the United 
States (Eitle, 2003; NAACP, 1972). Since being released from court supervision in 2001, 
the district has offered a variety of options to families, under the umbrella of ―Choice,‖ 
which were designed to encourage urban students to attend suburban schools and 
suburban students to attend urban schools. Unlike some less popular choice plans 
described in the literature, this district‘s plan resulted in large numbers of students 
attending magnet and attractor schools. The district reported that by 2006, nearly 40,000 
students were attending schools other than those assigned by home address.  
The purpose of this study was to examine the role school choice has played in the 
racial and socioeconomic distribution of student populations in the district‘s public 
schools after eight years of voluntary integration through the choice plan. How does this 
voluntary movement of 40,000 or more students (k-12) to schools outside their 
neighborhoods each day actually impact the socioeconomic and racial composition of 
individual district schools?   
  5 
This study did not address the stated reasons parents chose a particular school for 
their children. Many studies have considered how parents choose—how they obtain and 
process information, what they say is important about a school, and how they ultimately 
make the choice. For this study, the researcher considered only the actual choices 
families made. The analysis focused on the race and socioeconomic status of the students 
who decided to leave their assigned schools, and the impact of those decisions on the 
schools that were exited and the schools that were chosen.  
Rationale 
The challenge of integrating American society has fallen, to a great extent, on 
public schools—and public schools have met that challenge with varying degrees of 
success. Public opinion is complex but most Americans support the goal of integrated 
schools, and integration has been seen as the surest way to guarantee the constitutional 
right to an equal education (Brown, 1996; Carter, 1996; Orfield, 1996). Many studies 
have found a relationship between integrated schools and achievement (Borman, et al., 
2004; Crain & Mahard, 1978; Fram, et al., 2007; Hanushek, et al., 2002; Schoefield, 
1989). Specifically, Benson and Borman (2010) found that social contexts of race and 
socioeconomic status impacted young children‘s reading achievement. And Berends and 
Penaloza (2010) found a relationship between racial isolation in schools and the 
achievement gap between white and minority students in mathematics. The 2007 amici 
curiae brief presented in support of Respondents Jefferson County Board of Education, et 
al. and Seattle School District No. 1, et al. (2007), cited extensive research conducted 
since the Brown decision in 1954, concluding that: 
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a. racially integrated schools provide significant benefits to students and 
communities, 
b. racially isolated schools have harmful education implications for all students; 
and 
c. race-conscious policies are necessary to maintain racial integration in schools 
(Brief, 2007). 
Additionally, perpetuation theorists have long held that racial contexts experienced while 
growing up can play an important role in the development of interracial skills, 
dispositions, and social networks that carry over into adulthood (Goldsmith, 2010). As 
part of an increasingly diverse society, Americans must continue to develop the ability 
and willingness to live and work together.  
In this district, the original desegregation lawsuit was filed in 1958. In 1962, the 
District Court found that the school district was operating a segregated (dual) system, 
which violated the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution. Nine years 
later in 1971, the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals concluded that the requirements of three 
of the Green factors (transportation, extracurricular activities, and facilities) had been 
met by the district (Green v. School Board of New Kent County, 1968). However, three 
other factors to be used in determining whether a school district was unitary, (faculty 
desegregation, staff desegregation, and student assignments) had not been achieved. The 
case was remanded to the District Court with instructions to remedy the deficiencies. 
Shortly after the Swann decision, in 1971, the District Court directed the school board to 
submit a comprehensive desegregation plan that conformed to the requirements of 
Swann, including busing to achieve desegregation in student assignment (Swann v. 
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Charlotte-Mecklenberg Bd. of Education, 1971). This was accomplished and the school 
district proceeded with a variety of desegregation strategies, including student busing, for 
the next twenty years, resulting in all schools meeting the Court‘s criteria for racial 
integration. A key part of the plan was sixth and seventh grade centers, and junior high 
schools for eighth and ninth grade students (Hall, 1992). In 1991 all parties entered into a 
consent decree allowing the district to reorganize, creating middle schools in place of the 
grade level centers and junior high schools.  
Ten years later, after two District Court rulings to the contrary, the appellate 
Court ruled in 2001 that the district‘s schools had indeed achieved ―unitary status‖ and 
that Federal court supervision would cease. A critical factual question at the evidentiary 
hearing leading to that determination was whether racial imbalances that had developed 
at 17 schools were caused by the district‘s policies and past de jure segregation, or 
whether instead, the racial imbalances were caused by demographic shifts in the 
community. In the end, the Court was convinced that all vestiges of intentional 
segregation by the district had been eliminated. Given that integrated public schools are 
indeed a valued American societal goal, and that the Court discontinued supervision of 
the district‘s schools in 2001, even though 17 schools had become racially imbalanced, it 
is important to understand how the racial balance of the schools has changed since court 
supervision ceased and district‘s voluntary integration plan was implemented.  
The Research Questions 
 To understand the impact of the district‘s choice plan on integration, one must 
investigate the characteristics of the students who have chosen to leave their 
neighborhood schools. Then one must consider the racial and socio-economic 
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characteristics of the attendance area schools that were being exited and the schools that 
were chosen. This was a descriptive study that illustrated the impact of school choice on 
the racial and socio-economic characteristics of the district‘s public schools. Elementary 
schools were chosen as the unit of study because they are traditionally neighborhood 
based. Middle and high schools have attendance zones made up of clusters of elementary 
schools, resulting in a duplication of elementary school data. This analysis was 
essentially a snapshot of the school district eight years after the implementation of the 
district‘s choice plan.  
Since each individual choice contributes to the educational landscape of each 
school, every student in kindergarten through fifth grade who attended a school other 
than his or her assigned neighborhood elementary school in the 2009-2010 school year, 
was considered in this study. Demographic data associated with each choice was 
analyzed based on the school that was exited and the school that was chosen and 
attended. A second objective of this study was to consider the academic quality (as 
measured by the state‘s school grading system) of the schools chosen by families. 
Specifically, the following questions were addressed in this study: 
1. Based on the district‘s 2009-2010 racial and socioeconomic demographics, 
can the elementary schools be described as integrated? 
2. Would the district‘s elementary schools be considered integrated if all 
students attended their attendance area schools? 
3. Overall, what impact does the district‘s choice plan have on the racial and 
socioeconomic character of elementary schools in the school district? 
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4. Given that nearly all parents identify academic quality as a reason for 
choosing a school, do parents in this district choose high quality schools (as 
determined by the state) and do ethnicity or socioeconomic status appear to 
influence choice? 
Definitions 
Two terms, desegregation and integration, were foundational in this study. In 
1962, Martin Luther King, Jr. contrasted desegregation and integration in the following 
way: 
Desegregation is eliminative and negative, for it simply removes these legal and 
social prohibitions. Integration is creative, and is therefore more profound and 
far-reaching than desegregation. Integration is the positive acceptance of 
desegregation and the welcomed participation of Negroes into the total range of 
human activities. Integration is genuine intergroup, interpersonal 
doing…Integration is the ultimate goal of our national community (p.19 in 
Stulberg, 2008).  
In this study I have attempted to delineate between these two terms, which are often used 
interchangeably in the literature and in common usage. I used the term desegregation in 
reference to government policies, which were imposed upon families in an effort to 
reduce segregation. Integration referred to actions taken by families voluntarily, whether 
they chose the action for the express purposes of integration or not. 
General terms. 
Socioeconomic status. For the purposes of this analysis, this was a binary term. 
The two categories were a) students who were eligible for free or reduced price school 
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lunches (FRL) and b) students who were not eligible for free or reduced price school 
lunches. 
Racial categories. For this analysis, student categories were black and white. 
These categories were originally used in desegregation cases. While other minorities, 
primarily Hispanics, now make up a substantial segment of elementary school 
populations, students in this study were categorized as either black or white (all other 
racial groups). The racial and ethnic data in this district were based solely on self-
reported characteristics taken from the students‘ enrollment cards. 
The district’s choice terms. 
Attendance area school. The school to which a student is assigned based on his 
or her home address. 
Charter schools. Public elementary, middle and high schools that are self-
governed by boards of directors and offer programs not available in traditional public 
schools. 
Choice. The umbrella term for school choice that includes magnet schools, NCLB 
Choice, and all other choice options in this district. 
Choice hardship. Formerly known as Special assignment, this option is an 
opportunity to submit a request for a school that is at or over capacity. To qualify for 
choice hardship, parents or guardians must be residents of the district and provide 
documentation of a hardship.  
Home education or home-schooling. Statutorily defined sequentially progressive 
student instruction directed by a parent. 
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Magnet schools. Public elementary, middle and high schools with theme-based, 
technology-rich programs. 
NCLB Choice. Federally-required school choice for students in Title 1 schools 
that do not make adequate yearly progress for two consecutive years. 
School choice. A district program that allows students in Kindergarten through 
11
th
 grade to choose a non-magnet public school with available space. 
Delimitations and Limitations 
 This study is specific to one large, county-based school district in the southeastern 
United States. Student data used in the study were from the academic year 2009-2010. 
School grade data were from the 2007-2008 school year. Only elementary schools were 
included in this analysis; as such, the generalizability of this study is limited.  
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Chapter 2 
Review of the Literature 
Until the 1970s, school choice in America was limited to families who were 
economically able to send their children to private schools or purchase homes in 
proximity to desirable public schools. Magnet schools designed to limit or supplement 
court-ordered busing were the first real choice for middle and lower income families. The 
granting of unitary status for many school districts in the late 1990s gave rise to locally 
designed, controlled and open choice plans, and charter schools. These plans opened new 
opportunities for many families, but scholars and others have expressed concerns that 
these voluntary plans may attenuate progress in integrating schools. 
 While the debate and controversy over school choice takes place from a ―macro‖ 
or ―big picture‖ perspective, in reality school choice is a singular decision, made by a 
family, for a child, from within its own social context(s). These individual choices are 
personal and based on the varied life experiences of the parents and the family. The 
decision-making process, the research, and the final school choice decisions are each as 
individual as the family that makes a choice, yet these choices have a social construct 
component in which race and class have significant influence individually and 
collectively for our society. The literature on individual parent choice and the public 
consequences of those choices reviewed for this research was diverse and extensive.  
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A Brief Legal History of School Choice 
School choice in the United States has its foundation in judicial remedies for 
segregation. In Brown v. Board of Education in 1954, de jure segregation was declared 
―inherently unequal.‖ However, the United State Supreme Court offered no immediate 
remedy for children in these segregated schools, and the decision one year later in Brown 
II (1955) that required districts to desegregate ―with all deliberate speed,‖ continued the 
vague language which had done little to actually move schools along the path to 
integration. The Brown decisions may have been the catalysts for desegregation, but it 
was not until 1968, in Green v. County School Board of New Kent, Virginia, that the 
Supreme Court specifically placed the burden of desegregating schools directly on local 
school boards. Chief Justice Brennen, in his majority opinion, declared that the time for 
―all deliberate speed‖ had ended and set forth specific realms which districts must 
integrate, including student assignment, faculty and staff assignment, transportation, 
extracurricular activities, and facilities. This case also upheld the responsibility of the 
Federal District Courts to supervise school board desegregation plans (Green v. Cty. Sch. 
Bd.,1968). In Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenberg (1973), the Supreme Court took stronger 
steps to ensure that districts complied with the intent of previous decisions, first by 
reiterating that the Federal district courts had full authority to supervise and to craft 
desegregation orders, and second by specifically allowing forced busing for school 
integration. In the early 1970s, at the height of judicial intervention in desegregation, 
more than 500 school districts across the United States were under Court supervision 
(Holley, 2004).  
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Morgan v. Kerrigan (1976) is of particular importance in the development of 
choice policies. In this case, the Supreme Court upheld magnet schools as one means of 
voluntary integration. However, the Court limited magnet school enrollment to within 
five percent of the city‘s racial composition, a higher standard than that generally 
required of regular schools. The magnet schools in this case had been part of a ―freedom 
of choice‖ plan that was no longer allowed. ―Freedom of choice‖ plans had been struck 
down in earlier cases as final acts of intentional segregation—these plans had been 
attempts at avoiding judicial supervision and did not actually allow true choice, 
particularly for black students. 
Several cases are illustrative of the Supreme Court‘s transition from rulings that 
expanded remedies to those that marked the end of judicial supervision of desegregation. 
In Oklahoma City Board of Education v. Dowell (1991), after only five years of 
desegregation, the Court ruled that the board had ―complied in good faith and… the 
vestiges of past discrimination had been eliminated to the extent practicable‖ (Bd. of Ed. 
V. Dowell, 1991). The Court went on to say that no further remedy would be required 
unless there was proof that the school board action was motivated by ―racial animus.‖  In 
Freeman v. Pitts (1992), the Court allowed partial release from supervision, emphasizing 
the ―national tradition‖ of local control and stated that the continued existence of single 
race schools did not necessarily mean that the system required remediation (Holley, 
2004). In both cases the Court focused on the link between lingering segregation and past 
Constitutional violations. Where they found no link, continuing court supervision was 
found to be unnecessary. In Manning (1998), the desegregation case in Hillsborough 
County, Florida, the school board contended that the presence of some racially 
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identifiable schools in the district was caused by local demographic changes. The District 
Court agreed that "a shift in demographics was a substantial cause" in creating the 
racially identifiable schools, and a few years later the district was released from judicial 
supervision.  
The Missouri v. Jenkins (1995) case was somewhat unusual in that the school 
board of Kansas City filed suit against the state of Missouri, contending that the ―state 
had caused and perpetuated a system of racial segregation in the schools of the Kansas 
City metropolitan area‖ (Holley, 2004). The original desegregation case began in 1977 
and the remedial order was entered in 1985. The Supreme Court ruled that the District 
Court went beyond its authority in requiring that the school district increase teachers‘ 
salaries and in ordering an interdistrict remedy for an intradistrict Constitutional 
violation. Busing across district lines from urban to suburban areas would not be 
required. The Court also allowed boards to attribute racial disparity in schools to outside 
factors such as demographics and socioeconomic characteristics (Holley, 2004). Between 
1990 and 2002, 38 districts across the United States achieved unitary status. Of those, 
according to the Harvard Civil Rights Project, 34 had already begun to resegregate before 
the unitary status was granted (Holley, 2004). 
According to Holley,  
an examination of the district court resegregation cases reveals many 
commonalities. They include: (1) the initiation of unitary status proceedings by 
the defendant school board; (2) a short amount of time after the desegregation 
order was entered that the school board sought unitary status; (3) a lack of 
opposition by plaintiffs or the United States to the declaration of unitary status; 
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(4) increasing resegregation even prior to the formal lifting of the desegregation 
decree; and (5) arguments by defendant school boards that resegregation is 
inevitable due to demographic shifts and other factors (Holley, 2004, p.43). 
One other factor that appears to have played a role in lifting desegregation orders was the 
Court‘s emphasis on the racial make-up of the school boards. The presence of African 
American members on the boards was mentioned in rulings as being a positive sign that 
past discrimination would not return (Holley, 2004). 
The Value of Integration 
 School choice policies are often designed as a strategy to promote voluntary 
integration. Americans have faith that public schools promote social justice and that 
societal change begins in the schools (Lageman, 1996). During the desegregation era, 
schools were to ―become the innovator in the culture, the agents of transition, and the 
intermediary for the community‖ (Miller, 1996). Lageman writes that  
… just as education had been counted on in the seventeenth century to shield 
people from ‗that old Deluder, Satan,‘ and then, in the eighteenth century, to teach 
the civic virtues that would enable the new Republic to survive and thereafter also 
to teach the attitudes and skills necessary for productive work, so now [after the 
Brown decision, and beyond] was it being called on to open equal opportunity to 
black Americans (Lageman, 1996, p. 7).  
Integration has been seen as the surest way to guarantee the Constitutional right to an 
equal education (Carter, 1996). Orfield (1996) writes that public opinion is ―complex‖ 
and that failure to support forced busing does not equate to failure to support integrated 
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schools. While methods used to desegregate schools may be questioned, most Americans 
believe in the ultimate goal of integrated schools (Brown, 1996).  
Research on the effects of integration can be divided into three main areas: short-
term achievement, intergroup relations, and long-term results. Orfield (1996) found that 
studies conducted during the fifty years after the Brown decision tended to be simplistic 
and looked only at aggregate school test scores, or scores from only a few years, leading 
to mixed conclusions. Crain and Mahard (1978) reviewed literature on black achievement 
and also found that the studies were too limited and only looked at test scores. Part of the 
confusion surrounding desegregation research arises because academics have frequently 
not viewed desegregation from a policy-making viewpoint. They have focused on what is 
intellectually the most interesting question: ―All else being equal, will the mixing of races 
alone result in higher black achievement? That question cannot be answered because in 
the real world, desegregation is never an ‗all else being equal‘ situation‖ (Crain & 
Mahard, p. 49).  
Short-term achievement. Many scholars, however, have studied the relationship 
between achievement and integration. Schoefield (1989) concluded that desegregation 
did not appear to have any negative effects on black, Latino, or white students with 
regard to academic achievement. She also found in her extensive review of the literature, 
that there were in fact positive results in reading achievement for black students in 
integrated settings. Her research also found that it was the differences in desegregation 
methods that had ―marked and often predictable effects‖ (Schoefield, 1989). More recent 
studies have used sophisticated statistical techniques to better isolate the impact of 
segregation. A large (n=1547) study in Florida found that there was an association 
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between the racial segregation of a school and the percentage of students passing the 
Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) (Borman, et al., 2004). The researchers 
examined mean differences in the percentage of middle and high school students passing 
the FCAT in three different types of schools:  black segregated, integrated, and white 
segregated. They used multivariate models to consider segregation within the context of 
other predictors of test performance. In Texas, Hanushek, et al. (2002) found that not 
only did having a higher proportion of black schoolmates have a negative effect on 
achievement of blacks, the impact was more adverse on the higher ability black students. 
Racial composition had little effect on lower ability blacks, Hispanics, or whites. 
Hanushek et al. (2002) studied three matched panel cohorts in the UTD Texas School 
Project, with each cohort including over 200,000 students from over 3,000 public 
schools. Their results suggested that nearly 25% of the achievement gap in seventh grade 
could be attributed to the racial makeup of the school attended. A 2007 study of young 
children found that in schools with a high percentage of ethnic minorities, students had 
lower gains in first grade reading scores (Fram, et al., 2007). They used hierarchical 
linear modeling to examine data from the first two years of the Early Childhood 
Longitudinal Study Kindergarten Cohort. They also found that these high minority 
schools had less-experienced teachers and that home and family variables were highly 
predictive of achievement in this study of 3500 children in the southern United States, but 
that race was not.  
Intergroup relations. In addition to achievement, improved intergroup relations 
are an expected outcome of integrated schools. Intergroup relations have been noted as 
important reasons for integration since before the Brown decision. During the 1940s, 
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psychologist Kenneth Clark‘s studies of black children showed that they often assigned 
positive characteristics to white dolls and negative characteristics to black dolls (Mintz, 
2004). Though his research indicated that black children in segregated schools in the 
South and integrated schools in the North were similar in their behaviors, Clark was 
widely quoted in the popular media. The Washington Post, explaining his influential 
research, reported that  ―American racism imposed a tremendous burden of deep feelings 
of inferiority in the early stages of personality development in black children‖ (in Mintz, 
2004, p. 304).  
More recent research has pointed to the issue of within school segregation. 
Tracking, gifted and advanced placement courses, remedial classes, and even suspension 
rates reflect concerns referred to as second generation integration issues (Winston, 1996). 
From a civil rights perspective, these issues include  
overrepresentation of minorities in lower-track classes and special education 
programs, underrepresentation of minorities and women and girls in math and 
science and high-achievement programs, testing and assessment practices, and 
racial and sexual harassment (Winston, 1996, p.6).  
Long-term results and beyond. A final area of research on integrated schools is 
that of long-term effects, beyond school achievement. These studies focus on social 
networks, perpetuation theory, network analysis, occupational aspirations, graduation 
rates, college attendance and graduation, and occupational attainment (Wells, 1996). 
While research has found that in many cases cross-racial ties are weak in integrated 
schools, even these weak links appear to help students on the low end of the social 
structure scale (Granovetter, 1986). Additionally, students who attend predominantly 
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white, middle-class schools have significantly greater access to information about 
colleges (even traditionally black colleges) and careers (Wells, 1996; Hardy, 2006). Some 
of these findings were related to structural systems within the school and others were 
related to social networks (Wells, 1996). 
 The challenge of integrating our society has fallen, to a large extent, on public 
schools. American schools have met that challenge with varying degrees of success in the 
years since the Brown decision. In 2007, an extensive brief was presented to the Supreme 
Court as amici curiae in support of Respondents Jefferson County Board of Education, et 
al. and Seattle School District No. 1, et al. The amici curiae were social scientists and 
scholars who had extensively studied issues related to school desegregation, diversity and 
race relations in K-12 schools. The amici included 553 researchers from 42 states and the 
District of Columbia, and 201 different educational institutions and research centers 
throughout the United States, extending across numerous disciplines, including 
education, psychology, sociology, economics, political science, and history. The Brief 
presented as amici curiae supported three interrelated conclusions based on extensive 
research conducted since the Brown decision in 1954. These conclusions were: 
a. Racially integrated schools provide significant benefits to students and 
communities, 
b. Racially isolated schools have harmful educational implications for all 
students; and  
c. Race-conscious policies are necessary to maintain racial integration in schools 
(Brief, 2007). 
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Virtually all of the significant research on desegregation and integrated schools from the 
past 50 years was summarized and cited in this Brief. 
Resegregation 
 In the past forty years, the racial/ethnic composition of America‘s public schools 
has changed. In 1968, whites made up 80% of public school enrollment. By 2003, white 
enrollment was less than 60%, with 7 million fewer white students than in the late 1960s. 
Latino and Asian enrollment, however, had increased (Bhargava, Frankenberg, & Le, 
2008). These statistics might lead one to believe that American schools are more 
integrated now than in the past, however, resegregation has ensued in recent years 
(Orfield & Yun, 1999). Seventy-two percent of black students and 77% of Latino 
students now attend schools in which students of color constitute a majority. Nearly 2.4 
million students, mostly black and Latino, attend hyper-segregated schools where 99% to 
100% of the population are students of color. In contrast, only about 1% of white students 
attend such intensely segregated schools. Whites are, nonetheless, also isolated. The 
average white public school student attends a school where nearly 80% of the student 
population is white.  
Resegregation for black and Latino students in large school districts has been 
especially significant because many of these districts have very few white students and 
integration plans cannot be successful without a heterogeneous population from which to 
draw students (Orfield, 1999). Segregation levels are highest in the Northeast, and 
nationwide, suburban schools are somewhat more likely to be integrated (Civil Rights 
Project, 2008). In most large suburban districts, the typical black or Latino student 
attends a white majority school, though countywide districts such as those in Florida tend 
  22 
to remain more integrated (Bhargava, Frankenberg, & Le, 2008). Orfield (2001) suggests 
that suburban housing segregation is a problem and that the 2000 census suggests that the 
suburbs now dominate our society. Orfield contends that in the mid-1990s America 
elected its first suburban Congress, and that continuing segregation in the suburbs will 
present ever-increasing challenges to the integration of public schools (2001). 
Residential segregation continues to impede school integration across the United 
States. Many social scientists are calling on communities, not just school boards, to 
accept more responsibility for integration (Murphy, 1996). Patricia Albjerg Graham 
(2005), in Schooling America: How the Public Schools Meet the Nation’s Changing 
Needs, suggested that Americans are indebted to educational institutions, but that  
even more significant in youths‘ development is the education they receive in 
their homes, their communities, and through the media. Those influences, while 
more important, are much more difficult for a society to regulate, and thus our 
attention remains upon the educational institutions (Graham, 2005, p.246).  
Graham went on to discuss the importance of integration at all levels of education, and 
described colleges, for example, as ―places where persons of color study with whites and 
where men and women learn to work together; they are the breeding ground for the new 
demographic realities of American life‖. (Graham, 2005, pp. 246-247). Americans‘ belief 
in educational institutions‘ capacity to better our society continues. Public schools are 
being held accountable for true integration, for closing the achievement gap, and for 
providing a setting where Americans learn to live together. In concluding, Graham 
posited that ―unimportant institutions can exist in autonomy; important institutions 
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require accountability‖ (2005, p. 247). Well-designed school choice policies as a 
voluntary means of integrating schools may provide that accountability.  
Theoretical Framework 
Many scholars have expressed concerns that teacher education research, and 
education research in general, needs to be more solidly grounded in theory (Cochran-
Smith & Zeichner, 2005; Johnston-Parsons, 2007; Ladson-Billings, 1999; Milner, 2008). 
Ladson-Billings (1999) suggested that education research must focus on how we define 
and build knowledge, and how we theorize about it. In their analysis of school 
desegregation law, Tate, Ladson-Billings, and Grant (1993) referred to critical race 
theory and its application as foundational in desegregation scholarship. Milner (2008) 
suggested that ―critical race theory—and in particular interest convergence—may be a 
useful tool to analyze policy and practice in teacher education…‖ (p. 332). Critical race 
theory and interest convergence are a foundation for understanding school choice policies 
from within a framework of property rights.  
Stated goals for most school choice plans include equity, equality of opportunity, 
and/or school improvement. Critique of school choice tends to focus on stratification 
effects caused by parent choices and/or arguments about whether the economic pressure 
of choice can improve schools, and thus individual achievement. The focus of this study 
is the stratification critique as it relates to critical race theory as defined by Ladson-
Billings and Tate (1995). Ladson-Billings and Tate illustrated their theory through the 
use of three non-hierarchical propositions that are equal and central to the overall theory, 
as in an equilateral triangle. Their three propositions are: 
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 Race continues to be a significant factor in determining inequity in the United 
States. 
 U.S. society is based on property rights. 
 The intersection of race and property create an analytic tool through which we 
can understand social (and, consequently, school) inequity (Ladson-Billings & 
Tate, 1995).  
It is through this lens that school choice is explored herein—stratification based 
on race and ongoing school segregation due to the geographical influences of housing 
segregation patterns, time, and distance. When the district being studied in this research 
was granted unitary status in 2001, 17 elementary schools were found to be outside the 
racial parameters originally set by the courts. As in other cases, this was attributed to 
changes in housing patterns and not to district policies or historic de jure segregation.  
This intersection of race and property was also tied to Derrick Bell‘s (1980) 
principle of interest convergence, in which he contended that equality and equity were 
only pursued when the interests of the oppressed converged with the interests of the 
oppressors. Bell (1980) explained that the Brown decision only came about because there 
were pragmatic reasons for whites to gain advantage from the decision. He listed 
America‘s efforts to overcome communism and influence third world countries, the 
resentment of black World War II veterans who returned to discrimination, and the need 
for transition from a plantation society to industrialization in the South as the interests of 
whites which opened the door to Brown (Bell, 1980). 
In addition to property rights as a function of housing and geography, public 
schooling and school choice policies impact intellectual property rights through the 
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varying curriculum provided at different schools. Access to excellent and appropriate 
curriculum, along with computer labs, science labs, state-of-the-art technology, and 
experienced, credentialed teachers has a substantial impact on the opportunity to learn. 
This opportunity to learn can be defined as an intellectual property right (Ladson-Billings 
& Tate, 1995). School choice discourse sits at these intersections—the crossroads of race 
and property rights and the convergence of interests.  
School choice is a policy. Policy has been defined as ―a transformation of 
intentions, an ambiguous, multifaceted, interactive process‖ (Placier, Hall, McKendall, & 
Cockrell, 2000). In this context, intentions are defined as goals aimed at shaping 
behavior. Transformation of intentions is more specific—stated actions taken to solve a 
problem. Placier, et. al. also suggested that this transformation of intentions ―can convey 
an even more flexible and less linear process, whereby actors with divergent or 
conflicting intentions enter the process at different points and adjust to one another within 
and across sites to construct policy‖ (p. 260-261). School choice policies exemplify these 
divergent and conflicting intentions and the convergence of varied interests. Negotiating 
these interests and intentions is necessary for public institutions, especially schools, to 
thrive in a multicultural democratic society. 
Defining School Choice 
In 1955, Milton Friedman first suggested school choice in The Role of 
Government in Education (Friedman, 1955). Though a type of choice plan with vouchers 
was suggested even earlier by Thomas Paine (Wheeler, 1908). Brown (2005) considered 
school choice to be ―one of the most significant racially neutral educational reform 
movements sweeping the country.‖ Goldhaber (1999) defined school choice as ―any 
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policy that is designed to reduce the constraint that current school configurations place on 
schools and students.‖ Choice has become the umbrella for many different school reform 
plans that promote parent involvement (Bauch & Goldring, 1995). Bifulco, Ladd, and 
Ross (2009) explained school choice as separating a family‘s choice of school from its 
place of residence. Finn (1990) advocated choice and suggested six reasons choice is 
needed in the United States: 
1. The alternative is incompatible with American democracy. 
2. Choice fosters equality of opportunity. 
3. Choice helps parents play their proper roles with respect to the education of 
their children. 
4. Choice stimulates autonomy among schools, professionalism among teachers, 
and good leadership on the part of principals. 
5. Schools of choice are more effective educational institutions; that is, students 
learn more in them. 
6. Choice is a potent mechanism for accountability. 
In this framework, school choice is seen as an economic model for school reform. 
The analysis of schools as markets is not new (Chubb & Moe, 1988). Weeres (1990) 
addressed the Tiebout Hypothesis as it relates to suburban growth and income. Hoxby 
(2000) analyzed school choice from this same economic perspective. The Tiebout model, 
developed in 1956 by Charles Tiebout, allowed Hoxby to consider public school choice 
with regard to productivity and competition with private schools. Her study suggested 
that areas with Tiebout choice have more productive public schools and less private 
schooling. She found no significant difference between low and high income families or 
  27 
between minority and non-minority families. In a response to her study in Economist, it is 
suggested that Hoxby‘s work ―inspires a kind of awe among many economists for its 
clarity, its empirical thoroughness, and its wonderful ingenuity in finding ways to answer 
hard questions‖ (Economist, 2000, p.78). Archbald (2004) referred to the economics 
argument for school choice as the ―liberation model.‖ This model assumes that school 
choice would be accessible to all—regardless of income, race, or ethnicity—from 
information to transportation.  
 There is public support of school choice, though in Gokcekus, Phillips, and 
Tower‘s (2004) analysis of Congressional voting patterns, that support was not reflected 
in Congressional campaign contributions, and thus not reflected in Congressional votes. 
In their study they found that higher proportions of African Americans in a district were 
related to a higher probability of Congressional support of school choice. Nationally, 
school choice plans appeared to appeal to African American parents more than others 
(Cooper, 2005).  
Themes 
Three general themes were addressed as background for this study: 
 When families engage in the work of school choice, what choices do they have? 
 Who engages in the work of choosing schools for their children and why? 
 What schools are chosen and why? 
Parent Choices 
 The alternatives that make up school choice plans across the United States vary. 
They range from very limited controlled choice intradistrict designs to homeschooling. 
Interdistrict or cross-district plans were imposed by Federal courts in some districts, 
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including St. Louis and Kansas City. Minnesota had a statewide cross-district option, and 
several predominantly rural states, including Vermont, New Hampshire, and Maine, had 
extensive cross-district participation, though not always with desegregation as their 
purpose. These plans allowed students to attend schools across district lines and funding 
usually followed the students (Maddaus, 1990; Martin & Burke, 1990). For some inner 
city minority students, interdistrict choice may be the only option for achieving an 
integrated public education but according to Liu and Taylor (2005), only about 1% of 
public school students participate in this form of choice 
Intradistrict, or within district plans allow parents to choose among district 
schools rather than assigning children based upon residence location. These plans are 
usually considered ―controlled choice‖ and enrollment in each school may be based on 
racial and ethnic ratios that must be maintained by allocating seats in proportion to 
community ethnicity, with socioeconomic balance sometimes required (Liu & Taylor, 
2005; Martin & Burke, 1990). In some plans the choices are district-wide, while other 
plans require students to choose within particular catchment areas. These intradistrict 
open or controlled choice plans are relatively new in the United States, designed in many 
cases as part of the release from court supervision.  
Magnet schools however, are an exception; being an intradistrict strategy that has 
been used since the 1970s for voluntary integration. According to Waldrip, of the Magnet 
Schools of America organization, a few school districts experimented with organizational 
designs and specialized curricula in the late 1960s and early 1970s. One such school, the 
Performing and Visual Arts School in Houston, Texas was once described as working 
like a ―magnet‖ to attract students. The term caught on and by 1975 was being used in 
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Federal legislation related to fiscal assistance to schools (MSA, 2009). Boston was the 
first city to extensively use magnet schools for voluntary desegregation (Gelber, 2008). 
Magnet schools can be whole school or within school program designs, and are usually 
developed around a specialized academic theme or alternative curriculum delivery model. 
They are usually open to all students in a district, but may have entrance requirements 
such as auditions for performing arts schools or academic requirements for gifted 
academies. The Federal government defines magnet schools as schools that ―offer a 
special curriculum capable of attracting substantial numbers of students of different racial 
backgrounds‖ (Rossell, 2005).  
Magnet schools were funded by the Federal Emergency School Assistance Act 
(1972) from 1972 to 1981. Then funding became a part of the Chapter 2 block grant 
program. Explicit Federal support as a means for desegregation, resumed in 1985 in the 
Magnet Schools Assistance Program as part of the Education for Economic Security Act 
(Rossell, 2005). As part of this program, most magnet schools were required to meet 
specific racial quotas (Martin & Burke, 1990). By 1981 there were nearly 1000 magnet 
schools, and by 1991, over 2400 such schools in 229 different districts in the United 
States, making them the most common type of school choice based on number of districts 
and number of children involved (Archbald, 2004; Rosell, 2005).  
Charter schools legislation began in the late 1980s, allowing educators to create 
independent, but publicly funded, schools with specialized programs that are a rapidly 
growing choice option. Goldhaber (1999) refers to charter schools as ―hybrids.‖ Such 
schools are often developed to meet a perceived need for specialized instruction for 
particular types of students such as those with learning disabilities or gifted students. 
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States differ in requirements, but in general, successful charter schools are released from 
some regulations that traditional public schools must follow. This freedom distinguishes 
charter schools from magnet schools (Martin & Burke, 1990; Teske & Schneider, 2000). 
Private and parochial schools enroll approximately 10% of America‘s children, 
mostly those of Kindergarten and elementary school age. These schools are privately 
funded and receive minimal public financial support except for some transportation and 
special education programs (Martin & Burke, 1990). Chubb (1987) suggests that private 
school advantages are ―inherent and inevitable,‖ though research indicates that those 
advantages may be more attributable to selection and admission criteria and the ―act of 
‗choosing‘‖ (Martin & Burke, 1990) than from actual excellence in educating students.  
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) amended the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) in a number of areas to strengthen choice and 
parent involvement in education. According to the U.S. Department of Education, No 
Child Left Behind is based on stronger accountability for results, more freedom for states 
and communities, proven education methods, and more choices for parents (Choices for 
Parents). NCLB Choice is a significant part of the Federal accountability legislation for 
Title I schools. This legislation establishes the right of parents whose children are 
assigned to a school in need of improvement to choose a better school. The choice 
however, is limited to other schools in the same district. This provision became effective 
in 2002 and participation rates have been very low (Howell, 2006; Liu & Taylor, 2005).  
In voucher plans, students receive tuition certificates, which may be redeemed at 
the student‘s choice of schools. The dollar value of the voucher is usually based on a 
formula related to the state‘s per pupil expenditure (Rouse, 1998). Plans vary as to 
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whether private schools are included in the choices and in who is eligible to receive the 
vouchers. In universal voucher plans with no income requirements, all students 
theoretically have access to all schools. In targeted plans designed with the explicit 
purpose of integration, usually only poor and minority students receive the vouchers 
which allow then to attend better public schools and private schools that they could not 
afford without the subsidy (Liu & Taylor, 2005).  
Home-schooling is described by Goldhaber (1999) as a ―pure form of choice‖ that 
has grown rapidly in recent years. Different states regulate home-schooling to greater or 
lesser degrees and there are differences in levels of cooperation between public schools 
and home-school families. 
Constraints to Choice 
Much of the literature suggests that there are equity concerns with choice plans 
(Andre-Bechely, 2005; Archbald, 2004; Bastian, 1990; Fuller & Elmore, 1996; 
Goldhaber, 1999; Hardy, 2006; Hoxby, 2000; Liu & Taylor, 2005; Metz, 1990; Orfield, 
1996, 1999; Smreker & Goldring, 1999; Weeres, 1990). The factors that inhibit choice 
plans from fulfilling the lofty goals of desegregation, parent empowerment, and equity 
fall into three main categories: the availability of quality alternatives from which to 
choose, access to appropriate school information upon which to base school choice 
decisions, and the time and distance limitations related to housing patterns and school 
locations (Hastings & Weinstein, 2008). In contrast, Bast and Wolberg (2004) describe 
these same factors as reasons why parents should, from an economic perspective, be 
expected to choose appropriate schools for their children. They described these three 
factors as the ―presence of opportunities;‖ ―the availability of information;‖ and ―costs 
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and benefits.‖ Race and social class play a role in each area and one significant constraint 
to choices that parents have is the availability of quality options (Dillon, 2008; Liu & 
Taylor, 2005). Liu and Taylor, in the Fordham Law Review (2005), suggested that while 
intradistrict choice may be widely available, it is often not ―educationally consequential‖ 
and Goldhaber (1999) specifically questioned whether any of the alternatives to 
attendance area schools provide a ―fundamentally different‖ education. Within any 
choice plan, including the NCLB Choice mandates, there must be quality alternatives for 
the choices to matter. Neild (2005) suggested that in many urban areas, there are few 
schools that represent a real improvement over the failing school from which a student 
transferred. She concluded that ―for average-achieving students, high school choice was 
an illusion‖ in Philadelphia‘s choice plan (Neild, 2005, p.294).  
Real choice depends not just on having quality schools in the plan, but having 
actual available seats in those schools. Constraints such as overcrowded schools in fast-
growing suburbs, racial quotas, and resistance to full participation by suburban schools 
limit the effectiveness of choice plans. Neild (2005) found that Philadelphia parents did 
not know that acceptance rates at different types of choice schools varied from 43% at 
magnet schools and 38% at vocational schools; and averaged only 20% at the lottery 
based programs. Actual acceptance in these programs was as low as 0% in individual 
schools (Neild, 2005). So while there are theoretical choices, in reality, choosing—and 
getting—many highly sought-after schools or programs are not realistic options. Real 
differences among schools and the limited available seats in highly sought-after school 
reduce the impact of choice policies. 
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In the real world of school choice, the quality of information parents have about 
schools is important and can have significant impact on the choices made (Schneider & 
Buckley, 2002). Howell (2006) concluded that ―for choice to flourish, states must do 
more… they must ensure that options presented are the options that parents want and then 
that parents learn about their existence and have the information needed to take 
advantage of them‖ (p. 174). In the economic model promoted by Chubb and Moe 
(1990), there is an assumption that parents would gather extensive information and make 
informed choices. Providing information to education ―consumers‖ is considered 
important in attracting students, yet a significant body of research indicates that parents 
are not getting the ―hard‖ information they need and that available data is not user 
friendly (Lubienski, 2007; Schneider & Buckley, 2002).  
Howell (2006) surveyed Massachusetts public school parents and found that while 
many parents said they knew about NCLB Choice, a ―vast majority‖ did not know that 
their own child‘s school was on the failing schools list. In fact, he found that only 0.3% 
of eligible students in Massachusetts took advantage of NCLB Choice in the 2003-2004 
school year. Nationally, only about 0.1% participated that year (Casserly, 2004 in 
Howell, 2006). In her 1996 research, Neild conducted semistructured interviews with 19 
parents of eighth grade students in Philadelphia. The intradistrict choice plan in 
Philadelphia allowed all eighth grade students to apply to the 150 different schools and 
programs in the district for high school. About 65% of eighth grade students participated 
in the choice plan, with variation by neighborhood ranging from 50% to nearly 100% 
(Neild, 2005). Philadelphia parents‘ primary source of information about their choices 
was from a booklet provided by the district with short descriptions provided by the 
  34 
schools themselves. No data were included regarding student population characteristics, 
graduation rates, achievement levels, or the proportion of applicants admitted to the 
school (Neild, 2005). Neild found that parents felt ―bewildered‖ as the application moved 
into the system and that their ability to manage the process dwindled (Neild, 2005). She 
concluded that it was ―impossible for parents to be strategic‖ in their selection processes 
due to lack of information (Neild, 2005, p. 287). 
 Van Dunk and Dickman (2002) found a similar lack of parent information and 
understanding in Milwaukee. Early choice plans in Milwaukee began in 1976 and have 
continued to evolve since then. Choices for Milwaukee parents are extensive and include 
interdistrict public school choice, intradistrict public school choice, and tuition-based 
private school choice (Rouse, 1998). Van Dunk and Dickman (2002) surveyed 678 
Milwaukee parents whose children participated in the choice program by phone in 1999, 
asking them about their child‘s school. They asked parents to identify the approximate 
percent of students who qualify for free or reduced price lunch, who read at or above 
grade level, and the racial makeup of their child‘s school. Only about half of the parents 
identified the correct range of percentages when compared to the actual school data (Van 
Dunk & Dickman, 2002). This study seems to contradict the research cited by Bausch 
and Goldring (1995) which suggests that over time low socioeconomic status parents‘ 
information catches up to that of higher income families and that socioeconomic status 
may play a less significant role in school choice than originally predicted. Van Dunk and 
Dickman (2002) also asked parents about what factors they consider important in 
choosing a school and what information they gathered. This study did find a high degree 
of consistency between what parents are looking for and the data they gather. There was 
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variation (65 % to 87%) depending on the type of choice program, but not on individual 
characteristics of the parent (Van Dunk & Dickman, 2002). In his study of choice plans 
in Holland, Michigan, Lubienski (2007) found that  
it appears that most schools do not market their services in ways that would 
indicate that education in a competitive environment exhibits substantial search 
qualities….Perhaps most important, although there was some mention of raw test 
scores for some of the schools, there was essentially no effort to inform 
prospective parents about a school‘s actual effectiveness. That is, although 
achievement test scores may fulfill a role as proxy information for a hypothetical 
rational consumer seeking to find the most effective schools, they probably tell 
that consumer more about who attends the school rather than what value-added 
effects the school has for current or future students (Lubienski, 2007, p.131).  
Lubienski (2007) also found that the charter schools in Holland, Michigan, which 
admitted fewer students with disabilities and minorities, were growing. These schools 
had test scores that were comparable to the nearby public schools that worked with less 
advantaged students, suggesting that the public schools were actually more academically 
effective. Raw test score data is a poor indicator of school effectiveness for parents.  
Magnet schools, however, tend to show higher achievement than regular public 
schools, even when controlled for student ability and family background (Orfield, 2008; 
Rouse, 1998). There are concerns that these schools have an incentive to market only to 
the most preferred consumers—middle and upper class students with high test scores—
thus racializing the process and increasing stratification based on disabilities (Howe & 
Welner, 2002; Lubienski, 2007). Based on research in Massachusetts, Howell (2006) 
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suggested that there was no incentive for school districts to fully inform parents about 
low performing schools and their NCLB Choice options. He advocated the distribution of 
information directly from state or even Federal sources rather than from districts 
themselves. 
 Schneider and Buckley (2002) considered the ―digital divide‖ in the school 
information search. They referred specifically to the content-based digital divide in which 
there was a lack of not only access and hardware for low-income consumers, but also 
appropriate content such as local information sources about services like employment 
opportunities and low-income housing, as well as barriers due to language and literacy. 
One question proposed in their study was whether school-based content was sufficient to 
draw an underserved population into using modern information technologies, thus 
crossing the digital divide. Schneider and Buckley reviewed two national school-related 
internet sites, Empowering Parents for Informed Choices in Education (EPIC) at 
www.uwm.edu/EPIC and GreatSchools.net, as well as DCSchoolSearch.com.  
The DC site was studied in depth with regard to parents‘ access to information 
and how they used the information on the site. Significantly, this study did not rely on 
parents‘ survey information, but collected data on users as they actually did research on 
schools. DCSchoolSearch.com went beyond just providing information on the internet. 
They used extensive measures to reach out to underserved parents in the community. 
They hired a public relations firm, entered into partnership with the Washington, D.C. 
bus system to put posters on hundreds of buses, presented a slide show in movie theaters, 
and arranged for extensive press coverage in The Washington Post and on local television 
stations. Additionally, staff members made numerous presentations at community, 
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church, and school meetings and fairs. These efforts during the 1999-2000 school year 
resulted in only 8000 hits, with 1567 unique individual users identified, leading the staff 
to conclude that even their extensive efforts had achieved only limited access with 
Washington‘s minority and low-income population. The Schneider and Buckley (2002) 
study concluded that more than 80% of the users on the site were regular internet users, 
not new users from the underserved population. They found that nearly all users signed 
on from home or work, not libraries or other free public access points. Additionally, most 
users reported having a college education or even graduate education, not at all congruent 
with the education levels of underserved D.C. residents. 
Within an urban district boundary, choice is also limited by ―the basic geography 
of educational inequality‖ (Liu & Taylor, 2005). Andre-Bechely (2007) considered  
choice from a geographic perspective. She re-analyzed data from her own two-year 
ethnographic study of school choice in California and concluded that Rossell (1985) was 
correct—school issues identified by parents as important were much the same as for real 
estate—location, location, location. Andre-Bechely looked at the ―urban landscape‖ 
geographically, through the lens of district organization and processes. She found that 
historic racial inequalities were pervasive in developing and implementing district 
policies. She quoted Pulido (2000), in describing how white privilege impacted the 
district environment, 
Landscapes are artifacts of past and present racisms, they embody generations of 
socio-spatial relations…Similarly, white privilege, as a form of racism, is 
spatially expressed, indeed it is partially contingent upon a particular set of spatial 
arrangements (p. 16). 
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Andre-Bechely argued that school choice has a geographical component based on 
residential patterns, school attendance zones, and man-made boundaries such as 
highways and even certain businesses.  
Andre-Bechely (2007) found that parents took choice seriously and made school 
choice decisions within the context of transportation and time. The resources required for 
school choice may ―be perpetuating the historical inequities and inequalities that have 
stubbornly embedded themselves into the socio-spatial relations of urban schooling‖ 
(Andre-Bechely, 2005, p. 301). Liu and Taylor (2005) suggested that a ―major obstacle‖ 
to desegregation has been racial isolation in housing. Lubienski (2007), in his analysis of 
school choice through a marketing lens, found that choice plans must ―be considered 
largely in terms of geographical proximity, where different schools are situated within 
policy and physical infrastructures that allow them to compete for a common pool of 
potential students…making those choices real for students‖ (p. 131). The issues of 
geography and demographics were also discussed by Hardy (2006). He suggested that in 
some urban areas, schools that were economically different may be hours away on a bus. 
Other areas, however, are better suited to real choice. Hardy specifically referred to 
Louisville, Kentucky and Wake County, North Carolina as districts where economic and 
or racial integration through choice plans was ―doable.‖ It was the size and structure, 
along with the demographic history, of a district that had a significant impact on the 
geography of choice plans.  
 In reality, information, availability of seats in good schools, and geography 
interact to limit choice. In Dillon‘s 2008 analysis of who could realistically benefit from 
school choice, she used Geographic Information Systems (GIS) mapping technology and 
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a set of well-defined assumptions to determine that the potential of a choice plan is 
limited by geography, capacity, and the shape of district boundaries. She looked at 
Florida, California, and Texas schools, determined whether they were higher performing 
or lower performing based on state test scores, and then estimated the driving time from 
the lower performing schools to the higher performing schools. The higher performing 
schools had to have the capacity to increase enrollment by at least 10% to be considered 
as an option. Based on this analysis, the true availability of choice varied tremendously 
across states, districts, and the location of the schools—rural, suburban, or city. Since 
most choice plans are promoted as strategies to integrate schools, and low-income and 
minority students concentrated in urban areas stand the most to gain from choice, Dillon 
(2008) compared access to choice by student characteristics and found that these 
disadvantaged students were more concentrated and faced more competition for spaces in 
higher performing schools than did white or higher income students. 
Making Choices 
 Research shows that parents, when given the opportunity, take the work of school 
choice seriously. The parents who engage in school choice vary by race and income and 
there are significant differences across states and districts (Laiereno-Paquet & Brantley, 
2008). Systems that encourage choice, however, must overcome decades of school 
assignment based on residence and mandated by school district policies. Chubb and Moe 
(1990) suggested that 
In a system where virtually all the important choices are the responsibility of 
others, parents have little incentive to be informed or involved. In a market-based 
system, much of the responsibility would be shifted to parents (their choices 
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would have consequences for their children‘s education), and their incentives to 
become informed and involved would be dramatically different (in Buckley & 
Schneider, 2002, p. 452). 
While there may be a lack of quality information available to parents, Bast and Walberg 
(2004) supported choice and purported that parents were expected to choose ―doctors and 
hospitals, homes, automobiles, food, and many other complicated and expensive goods 
and services‖ (p. 433) even within systems of less than adequate information.  
Andre-Bechely (2005) suggested that just providing choices for parents is 
simplistic and ignores the race and class issues that impede integration. Parental decision-
making in school choice is a complex relationship that develops between parents and 
educational institutions that have historically not been equitable, especially for minority, 
poor, and non-native English speakers (Andre-Bechely, 2005; Kraus, 2008). In contrast, 
Goldhaber‘s (1999) review of the literature indicated that many parents were able to 
discern which schools were good and did attempt to send their children to those schools. 
Conversely, Howell (2006) found that parents of children in low performing schools 
often lacked adequate information, even such basic information as whether the school 
made AYP, to make rational choices.  
One real concern about the impact of stratification and its self-sustaining tendency 
is that not all parents have the same level of information on which to base decisions. For 
example, 57% of Massachusetts parents of children in high performing schools knew 
whether their school made AYP, while only 29% of parents of children in low 
performing schools had the same information (Howell, 2006). In that same survey of 
Massachusetts parents, when asked to list schools they would prefer, those parents with 
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children in underperforming schools were three times more likely to choose other 
underperforming schools than parents of students in higher performing schools. He also 
found that parents believed their children‘s schools to be better than they actually were 
and concluded that districts ―must find ways to break through parents‘ independent 
evaluations of their child‘s school‖ (Howell, 2006, p.162). Hastings and Weinstein 
(2008) found that when given direct information about the academic quality of schools, 
low-income parents chose the higher performing schools.  
Schneider and Buckley (2002) found that parents who actively sought out 
information on schools from the DCSchools website were daily internet users and had 
access to the internet at home and at school. This implied that low income or unemployed 
parents may not seek out official information to assist them in choosing schools. Neild 
(2005) cited extensive research in proposing that criteria for evaluating schools varied by 
race and social class. Parents in her study often cited the negative reputation of a 
particular high school. Many of the parents based their judgments of school quality on 
observations of how students behaved coming and going from school and the presence of 
police cars in the area. Most knew little about the curriculum (Neild, 2005). She did, 
however, find that the very process of choosing schools helped parents to reflect on and 
to consider what makes a school good and what they really wanted for their children 
(2005). Neild discussed school choice from within the realm of ―parent management,‖ as 
it applied to how parents managed the external world for their children. She emphasized 
the particular importance of parental management of the school choice process as urban 
students entered high school. Mothers with better education were more able to steer their 
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children through school choice and the placement and tracking processes of high schools 
(Howell, 2006; Neild, 2006).  
 Parents who were non-native English speakers had additional barriers to 
participation in choice plans (Howell, 2006; Kraus, 2008; Neild, 2005). In addition to 
limited information available in their home languages, immigrants often had fewer 
knowledgeable friends and family members to turn to for help. Immigrant families are 
also less likely to participate in neighborhood and school activities where they had the 
opportunity to develop social contacts that had information about schools. In a study of 
New York City schools, it was found that many poor and immigrant families did not join 
parent organizations because they did not identify with the hierarchical nature and middle 
class norms that dominate these groups (Jackson & Cooper, 1989). These cultural 
differences, coupled with language difficulties in understanding official information, 
made participation in choice programs virtually inaccessible for some immigrant 
families.  
 In their study of Durham, North Carolina‘s choice program, Bifulco, Ladd, and 
Ross (2009) analyzed which students were opting out of their assigned schools. White 
students with highly educated parents were eleven percent more likely to leave 
neighborhood schools, as were students who lived the farthest away from their assigned 
schools. At all grade levels, students with college educated families were more likely to 
choose schools which were more stratified on the basis of class. 
In considering whether choice would lead to improved educational outcomes, 
Goldhaber (1999) echoed Bell‘s (1980) thoughts on interest convergence when he 
suggested that it was useful to remember that 
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the free market, under certain conditions, guarantees efficiency but it does not 
guarantee equity, and market efficiency refers to the maximization of utility, or 
happiness, not the efficiency of educational delivery. This implies that only if 
what maximizes parental happiness coincides with what we would consider 
educational quality will competition bring out efficiency of educational delivery 
(p.23).  
Goldhaber (1999) also found that parents were able to identify quality schools and sent 
their children to those schools. However, he cautioned that enrollment in choice schools 
was dependent on socioeconomic status and race/ethnicity. Educated families were much 
more likely to participate in choice programs (Bifulco, et. al., 2009; Goldhaber, 1999; 
Howell, 2006).  
Saporito and Lareau (1999) found that higher socioeconomic status families were 
likely to leave schools with a high percentage of poor students, but that poorer students 
did not appear to be influenced into leaving by increased levels of poverty in a school. 
They also found that white students tended to leave schools with a high proportion of 
black students, but that the proportions of black and white students did not appear to 
increase the likelihood of black students leaving. Being better informed may play a role 
in the decision to leave a school. Native-born parents, those who own their homes, 
married parents, and mothers with higher levels of education were associated with more 
information about NCLB Choice in Massachusetts. Parents who volunteered in the 
schools or attended religious services were also more informed. Parents of special needs 
children were somewhat better informed, but not at statistically significant levels 
(Howell, 2006; Teske & Schneider, 2000). These findings suggested that choice could 
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lead to racial and economic stratification. Elmore and Fuller (1996) found that ―… the 
options from which to choose are strongly shaped by the wealth, ethnicity, and social 
status of parents and their neighborhoods‖ (p.37). They suggested four propositions 
drawn from empirical research: 
1. Increasing educational choice is likely to increase separation of students by 
race, social class, and cultural background. 
2. Greater choice in public education is unlikely, by itself, to increase either the 
variety of programs available to students or the overall performance of 
schools. Coupled with strong educational improvement measures, however, 
choice may increase variety and performance. 
3. Details matter in the design and implementation of choice policies. 
4. Context matters in the design and implementation of school choice policies 
(p.39). 
Howell (2006) concluded that parents‘ interest in school choice was more 
dependent on family characteristics than on the quality of the child‘s school. Bastian 
(1990) reviewed the literature surrounding school choice and identified several negative 
issues with regard to equity. She noted the possibility of students and teachers being 
―creamed,‖ so that good schools got better and poor schools got poorer; competition may 
result in a stratifying effect; parent involvement may actually decrease due to distance; 
changing enrollment may lead to program changes that erode the desegregation impact; 
public relations may win out over substance; and standardized testing may gain more 
significance as schools competed (Bastian, 1990). 
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 While research does suggest that choice can lead to stratification, that 
stratification can be difficult to measure due to the multidimensional nature of the social 
variables that are being considered (Andre-Bechley, 2005; Bastian, 1990; Goldhaber, 
1999). Metz (1986, 1990) looked specifically at magnet schools. Because magnet schools 
are purposefully different, they sometimes attract attention and are sometimes subject to 
questions about equity. Metz (2003) argued that, ―given the striking inequities between 
suburban and city schools, there is enormous irony in the anger that magnet schools 
attract on the grounds of equity‖ (p.25). She acknowledged that magnet schools 
sometimes attracted more privileged students, but contended that the absence of magnet 
schools would not guarantee equity across a district. Archbald (2000) explained that 
schools in districts that had school choice may be stratified on some measure of student 
characteristics, but so are schools in districts without school choice. Smreker and 
Goldring (1999), in their study of St. Louis and Cincinnati schools found that there was a 
racial balance in magnet schools that reflected the district norms, but even then, magnet 
parents were much higher in education and income. Thus, the creaming effect that Metz 
(1990) discussed was still a concern. 
The Chosen Schools 
 The most common type of school choice in America, historically and currently, is 
the unofficial choice of schools based on place of residence. Advocates of voucher plans 
often allude to this middle and upper class option in promoting their plans. Vouchers and 
school choice plans in general, are often developed in an attempt at leveling the playing 
field for families of all races and income levels, allowing everyone to choose schools as 
middle and upper class families already do (Rouse, 1998). Holme (2002) found that the 
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argument for subsidizing school choice for poor and minority families was compelling in 
part because wealthier families were already reaping advantages granted by the 
government through mortgage interest and real estate tax deductions. She studied parents 
who were considered ―privileged‖ in the traditional system of public schools. These were 
high-status parents, almost all white, who intentionally chose to move to particular 
neighborhoods so their children could attend the public schools in those areas. Her 
purpose was to study not only how these parents chose schools, but to understand ―their 
beliefs about which schools were ‗good‘‖ (Holme, 2002, p. 179). Her research shed light 
on how these middle and upper income parents made decisions within some of the same 
information constraints as poor and minority parents.  
As previously discussed, the lack of useful data about schools can impede 
parents‘ ability to make appropriate choices and few parents relied exclusively on official 
information. Most consulted friends and relatives. College educated parents were more 
likely to have wide social contacts, including those within the school system. Lower 
socioeconomic status parents were more likely to depend on relatives (Neild, 2005). 
While middle and upper class parents may have had more access to school personnel, the 
internet, and other official resources, Holme (2002), found that this information was 
seldom influential in their choices. The upper and middle class families she interviewed 
based their assumptions about school quality on the social status of other parents who 
chose those schools for their own children. They actively sought insight from their social 
networks, not about curriculum, instructional effectiveness, or achievement data, but 
about which schools were considered ―good.‖  In fact, Holme found that among high 
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status parents, school reputations were not only transmitted through social networks, they 
were actually constructed by the networks.  
―Status ideologies,‖ defined by Holme as ―seemingly commonsense beliefs 
attributing the motivation, behavior, and the academic ability of students to their race and 
socioeconomic status‖ (p. 179) helped parents rationalize their decisions to avoid schools 
with high minority or low socioeconomic status populations and choose wealthy white 
schools (Holme, 2002). These status ideologies were a missing link in much of the school 
choice literature. When surveyed parents indicated the criteria they used to choose 
schools, they indicated academic quality, discipline, or location—and there has been little 
analysis of exactly what those criteria mean. There is an assumption that the criteria have 
a common meaning, when in fact they are social constructs and have ―contextually 
specific‖ meanings (Holme, 2002). Parents in Holme‘s study used status ideologies to 
associate minority students with poor achievement, allowing them to justify avoiding 
integrated schools in an effort to meet the academic needs of their own children, rather 
than seeing their choices as racially biased. Nearly a third of the parents Holmes 
interviewed did talk, in the abstract, about equity. However, most of these parents‘ views 
were represented by the explanation of one mother that ―it was easier for her to recognize 
the inequality than to make an individual choice to counteract it‖ (Holme, 2002).  
Not all unofficial school choice is limited to upper income families, but whites are 
significantly more likely to have moved to their neighborhood for that particular school 
(42.7%) than are people of color (21.9%), and school choice based on place of residence 
is also related to age, income, and education (Goyette, 2008). Some of the lower income 
parents in Neild‘s (2005) study did move to a different part of town to avoid schools they 
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perceived as bad or to gain attendance to preferred schools. These parents‘ residential 
mobility was due to the fact that they lived in rented apartments, which allowed them to 
choose schools based on geography much as middle and upper class parents do. It was 
also common among these poorer families to send children to live with relatives in 
another part of town, or just register them with the relative‘s address to gain entry into 
preferred schools (Neild, 2005). 
Studies of parents‘ participation in school choice plans and their actual choices 
have found some mixed results, but in general support the stratification critique. Early 
studies generally depended on survey responses from parents with regard to what criteria 
were important in guiding their choices of schools for their children (Kleitz, et.al., 2000). 
The flaw in these studies is that respondents tended to give socially and politically 
correct, expected answers on the surveys, but then made actual school choice decisions 
privately and the choices often did not match the survey responses (Tedin & Weiher, 
2004). Bausch and Goldring (1995) studied the characteristics of families who 
participated in choice plans and their reasoning. In their analysis, they found that most 
parents (86.2%) in their sample of 575 parents of 12
th
 grade students stated that they 
chose a school for academic reasons. However, chi-square analysis indicated that 
minorities were more influenced by transportation and proximity issues and lower 
socioeconomic status families were more influenced by a school‘s discipline and safety 
record or reputation (Bausch & Goldring, 1995).  
Studies conducted since the late 1990‘s have used inventive methods to find 
parents‘ authentic attitudes and analyze actual choice data. Saporito and Lareau (1999) 
studied how families chose schools within the framework of school choice in a large 
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urban district. They were able to utilize the total population of applications for the 
transfer program as eighth grade students moved into high school, using actual choices, 
not attitudes. They also individually interviewed twenty of the applicants. The district 
was representative of many urban districts in the United States, but did include a 
relatively large population of poor white students and a relatively large population of 
affluent black students, allowing them to better separate the issues of race and class in 
their study. They specifically set out to find which factors truly influenced school choice 
decisions. Unlike some other studies, they found wealthier and poorer families 
participated in the open choice program in similar proportions, though wealthier families 
were more likely to apply to magnet programs, as has been reported in much of the 
literature (Hausman & Goldring, 2000; Smrekar & Goldring, 1999). They found that race 
played a significant role in the choices parents made. Their results did not support the 
proposal that school choice can increase integration and improve equity. In fact, they 
found that white applicants avoid ―black‖ schools (Saporito & Lareau, 1999). In their 
study, most of the variation in white families‘ preferences was explained by the 
proportion of black students in the school. Even though there was a wide range of schools 
in the district—with a wide range of different characteristics—race was the only school 
characteristic that explained white families‘ decisions. The authors considered whether 
housing segregation, and the resulting distances to different schools could be masking the 
geographic constraint to choice for these white families, but found that race 
―overwhelmed‖ all other factors (Saporito & Lareau, 1999). In this same study, the 
researchers found no relationship between race and school preferences among black 
families, though in the interviews, most expressed a belief that diversity is a strength in 
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schools. Blacks did have a modest tendency to avoid schools with a high proportion of 
poor students. 
Saporito and Lareau (1999) also looked at the process by which families made 
school choice decisions. They found that, contrary to some other research, school choice 
was a multistage decision—particularly for white families. These families had a ―first-
order decision‖ which eliminated some schools from consideration and then a ―second-
order decision‖ which included multiple factors. In this study, white families first 
eliminated schools with a high proportion of black students and then, in a second decision 
stage, considered various attributes of the remaining schools. Black families also used a 
two-step process, but there was no single criteria that led to elimination of certain schools 
from consideration. Overall, black and white parents interviewed in this research seemed 
to focus on bus routes, school safety, and even sports programs, but very little on 
academics.  
Like Holme (2002), Saporito and Lareau (1999) strongly advocated additional 
school choice research that looked at social factors which influenced choices families 
made for their children and suggested that it should not be assumed that school choice 
was merely an individual decision. The choices were made from within families‘ social 
contexts, and these choices and their reasoning were as diverse as the social contexts 
from which they were developed (Cooper, 2005; Hausman & Goldring, 2000). For 
example, Neild (2005) found that it was common among less educated parents to 
encourage attendance at a vocational school to develop skills to fall back on. She 
illustrated this strategy with a discussion of a student who wanted to be a doctor, but 
chose a high school cosmetology program with the belief that she could make some 
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money doing hair to help with her graduate education. Schneider, et.al (1998) found that 
parents with different socioeconomic levels and races had different values and chose 
schools for different reasons. They quoted Delpit (1995) in defining ―cultural conflict‖—
the difference in values between those of different social classes. They emphasized some 
important differences, such as lower socioeconomic status parents wanting their children 
to succeed at ―gatekeeping points‖ such as standardized tests, which they believed helped 
their children gain access to the middle class. There were also cultural differences in 
preferences in other areas of school reform such as open classrooms and other 
progressive education practices. Different parents had different preferences not only for 
racial balances, but for other attributes of the school system as well. They found that 
school attributes were indeed socially constructed. For example, parents with less 
education valued test scores as representing academic quality. They also looked for 
strong discipline. More educated parents tended to look for more abstract indicators of 
quality (Cullen, et.al., 2006; Schneider, et.al., 1998). 
Much recent school choice literature has been developed around race, class, and 
other social factors. Goyette (2008) used multivariate models to separate the effects of 
race, social background, and area of residence. She found that people of color considered 
more school choice options. In contrast to Smekar and Goldring (1999), Goyette found 
non-whites as likely to choose magnet schools as whites. Sikkink and Emerson (2008) 
looked specifically at the relationship between parents‘ level of education and school 
choice. They found that the racial population proportions of schools were important 
predictors of the choices of highly educated white parents. Sikkink and Emerson (2008) 
postulated that the ―racialization of society‖ was so imbedded in everyday life that 
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parents participated in actions that sustained inequality without intending to do so. They 
considered the interactions of education, race, and school choice from within the context 
of education as a resource—a property—and an important form of social capital. 
Education as property and its intersection with race, was at the heart of Billings and 
Tate‘s (1995) critical race theory. Highly educated whites may see high quality education 
as important to the ―life chances‖ of their children. Sikkink and Emerson (2008) also 
claimed that these highly educated white parents associated increasing proportions of 
black students with low quality and low status schools. They argued that school choice 
provides a new avenue for white flight. Highly educated white parents can use the system 
to move their children to schools that are more segregated by race (Bifulco, et.al, 2009; 
Sikkink & Emeron, 2008). 
In his 2003 research, Saporito studied magnet school applications in Philadelphia 
to better understand how race and class were related to school choice. In four different 
analytic models he used regression analysis to clarify choices families made in applying 
to various magnet schools. As in previous research, he found that white families were 
much more likely than non-white families to attempt to leave schools with a high 
minority enrollment; non-poor families were more likely to leave high poverty schools at 
a greater rate than poor families; race was still a strong predictor of white family 
behaviors, even when economic conditions were controlled; and school quality, as 
measured by test scores did correlate with the likelihood that students would leave a 
school, but school quality factors did not reduce the influence of race (Saporito, 2003). 
The tendency to choose schools with student populations that mirror their own was not 
entirely limited to wealthy white families (Bifulco, Ladd, & Ross, 2009). Neild (2005) 
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interviewed a group of East African immigrants who wanted their children to attend a 
school where there was a group of other East African students because they believed that 
these other students would help support their children. They knew little about the 
curriculum or low achievement at the school they chose. 
Saporito (2003) reflecte on the public consequences of parents‘ private decisions. 
It was in this analysis that he considered the possible changes in segregation in a school 
district if all magnet applications were approved. He found that magnet schools would 
remain racially integrated, but that neighborhood schools would see an increase in racial 
segregation. Similar results were found in an analysis of changes based on socioeconomic 
status. Overall, Saporito (2003) found that segregation between different racial and 
socioeconomic status groups was higher than it would be if the magnet program did not 
exist. This was especially important data in that Saporito‘s (2003) research was based, 
not on what people said in surveys that they might do or would do, but on actual data 
from magnet applications that were submitted. The out-group avoidance that he 
documented could result in significant segregation when district policies to control 
admissions to magnet schools were lacking (Bifulco, et.al., 2009; Saporito, 2003).  
In his 2006 research, Saporito, along with Sohoni, investigated the impact of 
private school enrollment, along with other choice options such as magnet schools, on 
segregation in 22 of the largest school districts in the United States. They used census 
data and district maps to compare the racial balance of students living in a particular 
district to the racial balance of students enrolled in area schools. They found that the 
existence of private schools in a public school‘s attendance zone had a negative impact 
on the proportion of white students who attend the public schools. They also found an 
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association between the existence of other public school choices (magnet, charter, etc.) 
and a lower percentage of white students in the regular neighborhood schools. The 
segregation patterns between white and Hispanic students were found to be greater than 
those between white and black students. When they expanded the analysis to compare 
district differences between residential racial balance and the racial balance in the overall 
district school enrollment, they were able to discern that districts with specialty schools 
designed to decrease segregation, were indeed able to reduce black-white segregation, but 
were not successful in reducing the isolation of Hispanic students. Saporito and Sohoni, 
(2006) concluded that unless voucher programs or other controlled choice programs were 
truly targeted at low income minority students, they would increase school segregation.  
The United States Commission on Civil Rights was charged with ―examin[ing] 
what effect the increase in the number of schools obtaining unitary status has had on the 
racial balance of schools that were previously under court order‖ (United States 
Commission on Civil Rights, 2007). This analysis was important because release from 
court supervision is often associated with voluntary school choice plans. The 
Commission used the dissimilarity index, as well as the entropy index to measure 
desegregation. They used analysis of variance (ANOVA) to consider the effects of legal 
status (unitary, under court supervision, or never litigated) on integration. Regression 
analysis was used to consider other factors that may have influenced the level of 
integration. These factors included district enrollment, number of schools, and proportion 
of minority students (United States Commission on Civil Rights, 2007). In contrast to 
much of the data from The Civil Rights Project, the Commission found that unitary status 
did not lead to resegregation in their study of districts in Alabama, Florida, Georgia, 
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Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, and South Carolina (United States Commission 
on Civil Rights, 2007). 
Tedin and Weiher (2008) developed an experimental design to better understand 
the roles of academic quality and the racial make-up of a school in influencing parental 
choice. They conducted phone surveys of 1,291 parents of charter school students and 
529 parents of traditional public school students in Texas. The sample was stratified to 
match the population by grade level and race. In addition to traditional questions about 
the most important considerations in choosing a school, the researchers used random 
assignment of questions with differing stimuli—parents were asked about the likelihood 
of choosing to send their child to a fictitious new charter school with different test scores 
and racial balances. This experimental method had several advantages including the 
―invisibility‖ of the experiment to respondents, the capacity to make causal inferences, 
and the generalizability of the results (Tedin & Weiher, 2008). In this study, the 
researchers concluded that race was an important factor in parent decision-making; 
however, all of the racial groups (black, white, and Hispanic) preferred schools with high 
test scores. In contrast to most of the literature, academic quality was more important 
than race as a predictor in the likelihood that they would send their child to the fictitious 
charter school and when actual data was studied for this population, race was also 
―nonpredictive‖ in parent choice for students who were not as-risk (Tedin & Weiher, 
2004). 
Schneider and Buckley (2002), in their previously discussed research, used 
detailed monitoring of the internet usage of Washington, D.C. parents to better 
understand parents‘ search criteria, search methods, and ultimately their decision making 
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processes for school choice. They found that parents did look at academic criteria, but 
also considered racial proportions in schools. They concluded that these behaviors 
matched with research conducted on actual choices, but contrasted with what parents said 
they were looking for in a school. They found that race and class played important roles 
in actual parent choice. 
Reflections on the Literature 
While various methods of research have evolved over the past thirty years, and 
there is variation in the conclusions reached by different scholars, stratification based on 
race and class is a recurring theme in the study of school choice. Liu and Taylor (2005) 
concluded that middle-class, suburban parents, who were happy with their schools, had 
little incentive to support choice policies that would change the racial or socioeconomic 
makeup of schools in the suburbs. Interest convergence theory seems to suggest that real 
choice cannot exist within this framework (Bell, 1980). D‘Entremont and Huerta (2007) 
illuminated the geographic relationship between suburban resistance to choice and Bell‘s 
(1980) interest convergence theory. They explained that suburban support of local control 
of public schools was based on three factors: a basic belief in self-governance; efficiency 
and effectiveness that is less bureaucratic; and community differences that allow more 
affluent districts to spend more on education thus protecting school quality. These 
families that were heavily invested in local schools did not have interests that readily 
intersected with the needs of struggling urban students in nearby districts. They believed 
that ―housing choice carries with it a school choice‖ (Maddaus, 1990). Goyette (2008) 
emphasized the importance of  including non-choosers who may have migrated to the 
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suburbs to avoid integration in school choice research because this type of unofficial 
choice had the potential to impact stratification and inequality (Holme, 2004). 
The studies of choice plans show mixed results and stratification is a widespread 
concern. Archbald (2000) believed that the arguments about stratification and the 
effectiveness of choice plans had not been studied appropriately. He argued that 
stratification had not been treated as a ―complex, multidimensional phenomenon,‖ and 
that in reality, stratification occurred with or without school choice. He suggested that to 
establish a link between stratification and school choice, two needs must be met:  
1. Greater precision in defining and measuring stratification, and 
2. More explicit use of a comparative policy perspective (Archbald, 2000). 
He described several models for defining and measuring stratification and explained that 
choice, as a policy, must be compared to neighborhood-based plans and to forced busing 
plans. Other variables that he found important in policy analysis were consequences of 
stratification, cost-effectiveness, and the issues of political values. Based on Archbald‘s 
recommendations, for this analysis, proportions of black and white students in each 
elementary school and dissimilarity indices (DI) to measure stratification in the district 
during the 2009-2010 school year, were compared to those actual school proportions and 
dissimilarity indices to the counterfactual black/white proportions and DI in which all 
students remained at their assigned schools with no school choice movement. 
Lubienski (2007) stated that ―the introduction of market forces into a previously 
nonmarket sector can have unpredictable and sometimes detrimental consequences‖ (p. 
133). While the foundational goals of choice plans are equity, parent empowerment, and 
excellence, research indicates that most school choice plans across the United States are 
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failing to meet or even approach these high aspirations. Saporito and Sohoni (2007) 
studied the 21 largest school districts in the country and concluded that nearly half of the 
segregation of low income children in schools was related to the enrollment of children in 
non-neighborhood schools and that these patterns were the most significant for minority 
children. While historic patterns of residential segregation have led to school segregation, 
voluntary choice plans do not appear to provide a remedy that benefits poor or minority 
students (Kraus, 2008). 
 Perry (2007) suggested a model for analyzing education policy that could serve 
to aid districts in seeing choice plans and their outcomes more clearly. She proposed that 
democratic education policy has five key concepts:  equality, diversity, participation, 
cohesion, and choice. Equality, in this model, meant equality of opportunity and 
outcome, emphasizing social mobility not reproduction, rather than just equalized 
expenditures and resources. Diversity meant equal access to quality education for all 
groups as well as plurality of viewpoints. Participation referred particularly to governance 
and control, with an emphasis on local control. Cohesion, in Perry‘s model, was an 
integration of concepts such as solidarity and inclusion that created the whole. And 
finally, choice was described in terms of choosing a school and having a diverse range of 
choices. These five key concepts can be a used to analyze and judge the value and merit 
of a school choice policy in a democratic society.  
It is difficult to truly show causal effects of school choice on school effectiveness 
(Cullen, et.al., 2006). Archbald (1996) argued for the use of ―indicators‖ to better 
understand and compare school choice policies. He suggested input indicators such as 
expenditures, and student and staff characteristics; process indicators such as curriculum 
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and instruction strategies and school climate; and output indicators such as test scores and 
graduation rates. These indicators, given widely accepted definitions, could provide 
policy makers with data that better show the effectiveness of school choice policies as 
implemented.  
The study of school choice policies is multidimensional. It is important to 
evaluate the impact of such policies from within the framework of many different 
considerations and questions. Does the choice policy contribute to stratification? What 
degree of stratification is acceptable? What are the financial costs of different student 
assignment policies? What policies are actually most effective at improving student 
achievement? Many of these questions are based on political values that must be 
considered by policy makers. The role of government in encouraging social and racial 
integration, individual liberties and choices, and achievement versus school and societal 
cultures are issues that must be addressed by policy makers in our democratic society. 
The literature illustrates the complex nature of private choices as they intersect with 
public goals for our schools and society.  
The study of school choice plans must be individually tailored to the context of 
the community in which it exists. Historical patterns of residential segregation differ 
greatly across the United States. Comparisons across the political landscape are difficult. 
Policy analysis of a district‘s school choice plan and its ramifications with regard to 
stratification, equity, and academic achievement must be situated firmly within its local 
context. The intersection of private decision-making and public consequence is indeed a 
complex and local political issue.  
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Chapter 3 
Methodology 
 Supreme Court Justice Anthony Kennedy has written that ―the enduring hope is 
that race should not matter; the reality is that too often it does‖ (Black, 2008). Research 
confirms that while interracial exposure can have short- and long-term educational and 
societal benefits, integrated schools are fundamentally important because they provide 
minority students with key elements of a quality education:  excellent teachers, adequate 
funding, and middle class peers (Black, 2008). As stated in the introduction, the 
fundamental question in this study was: What impact does this school district‘s choice 
plan have on the racial and socioeconomic character of its elementary schools? A 
secondary question was: Does it appear that parents are choosing high quality schools for 
their children, as measured by the state‘s ―school grades‖? 
This quantitative descriptive research study examined the racial and 
socioeconomic composition of students in one district‘s elementary schools during the 
2009-2010 school year, and explored the extent to which the student populations in these 
schools would differ if all students had attended their attendance area schools, rather than 
participating in the district‘s voluntary choice plan. In essence, the researcher created a 
school-by-school picture of voluntary integration in a district deemed unitary by the 
Court in 2001. Each of those snapshots of actual school demographics was compared to 
how the school would look if the school choice plan did not exist, i.e. all students 
returned to their attendance area schools—the counterfactual data. The educational 
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landscape that was created by the choice plan was also quantified by calculating a 
dissimilarity index for the district with and without the movement of students due to 
school choice (actual and counterfactual demographics). Additionally, the movement of 
students was analyzed in light of the academic quality of the schools that were chosen.   
The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of school choice on the 
demographics of the district‘s elementary schools. The research questions addressed in 
this study were: 
1. Based on the district‘s 2009-2010 racial and socioeconomic 
demographics, can the elementary schools still be described as integrated? 
2. Would the district‘s elementary schools be described as integrated if all 
students attended their attendance area schools (the counterfactual 
demographics)?  
3. What impact does the district‘s choice plan have on the racial and socio-
economic character of its elementary schools? 
4. Given that nearly all parents identify academic quality as a reason for 
choosing a school, do parents in this district choose high quality schools 
(as determined by the State) and do ethnicity or socioeconomic status 
appear to influence choice? 
Design of the Study 
 The design of this study was based on the notion of minimally sufficient analysis 
for conducting research. This concept, described by Peterson (2009) and based on 
Wilkinson and the A.P.A. Task Force on Statistical Inferences (1999), specifies that 
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research design and analysis should be as simple as possible while still attending to the 
research questions thoroughly and appropriately.  
This was a quantitative descriptive study of one large county-based school district 
in the southeastern United States. To clarify the impact of voluntary integration on the 
lives of individual school children, the primary unit of analysis was the school. The 
district‘s 141 traditional K-5 schools were analyzed in this study. Additionally, to 
illuminate the effects of the choice plan on the district‘s overall integration, the 
dissimilarity index was calculated using district level demographics with and without the 
choice plan. For the purposes of this study, racial categories were based upon those used 
in the original desegregation cases in the 1970‘s, black and white, with the white category 
including all categories of students except black. Socioeconomic status was based on 
students‘ eligibility for free or reduced price school lunches (FRL). All students were 
categorized as eligible or not eligible for FRL for this study 
The district. The school district that was studied is a very large county-based 
district in the southeastern United States. The county covers more than 1000 square miles 
and has a population of over 1,180,700. It is one of the largest public school districts in 
the United States, with pre-K through grade 12 enrollment of more than 193,000 students, 
of which 96,100 are K-5 students. The district has a total of 250 schools, and employs 
more than 15,000 teachers. Since the school district and county share boundaries, it is 
important to note that in 2008, 16.6 % of the county‘s population was black, while the 
proportion of black students in the district‘s public schools was 20.5%. Also in 2008, 
only 13.9 % of the county‘s population was living below the poverty line, while 54.6% of 
students in the district were eligible for free or reduced price lunches (130% of the 
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poverty line or below). These numbers reflect the national demographic topography 
where public school populations tend to have higher proportions of racial minorities and 
children from poor families than their surrounding communities. 
The district is in a state which ―grades‖ each school annually with letter grades A 
through F. Districts are also ―graded,‖ and this district has received an A each year since 
the state began including districts in the grading system. A substantial proportion, 76%, 
of schools in this district received an A or B for the 2008-2009 school year. Elementary 
schools scored even higher in the state grading system, with 85% earning an A or B. In 
the 2008-2009 school year, none of the schools in this district received an F, and only 5% 
earned a D. The district is accredited, has more than half of its high schools listed among 
Newsweek Magazine‘s Best Schools, and leads the state in the number of students who 
qualify as National Merit Scholarship semi-finalists.  
Data sources. The 2009-2010 school year data were analyzed in this research. 
The district‘s Department of Assessment and Accountability provided the ethnic, FRL, 
and school choice data for this study. The data were compiled by a supervisor, who 
provided spreadsheets with the categories of information requested by the researcher. For 
each elementary school, the district provided the following information:  total enrollment 
count, enrollment by ethnicity count, and enrollment by FRL status count. There were six 
different ethnicity categories (Asian, Hispanic, black, white, Indian, and mixed), which 
were combined by the researcher to result in the two categories of black and white (all 
other categories) for this study. Ethnic data was based on school enrollment cards, which 
are completed by parents each school year. The ethnicity is self-determined and self-
reported. The Free and Reduced Price Lunch counts for each elementary school were also 
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provided. There were nine categories of FRL status (did not apply, applied not eligible, 
free lunch, reduced price lunch, direct certificate refused, free lunch information not 
supplied, reduced lunch information not supplied, free meals direct, temporary free 
lunch), which were combined into the two categories of eligible (free lunch, reduced 
price lunch, free and reduced with information not supplied, free meals direct, and 
temporary free lunch) and not eligible (did not apply, applied not eligible, direct 
certificate refused) for this study. In all cases, the counts provided by the district were 
converted by the researcher to proportions of black students (B/W) and of FRL students 
(FRL/non-FRL) in percentages for each school. 
All student information was de-identified by the department of assessment and 
accountability before release of the data. Additionally, after analysis, all schools were de-
identified by the researcher. The researcher was required to de-identify the district and its 
schools as a condition of cooperation and timely provision of the data by the district. 
The researcher was also provided school choice data in spreadsheet software that 
included individual data for more than 18,000 K-5 students who attended a school other 
than the one to which they were assigned. These 18,061 choosers included 4,846 black 
students (26.83%) and 9,846 students who were eligible for FRL (54.51%). Data were 
organized by school. Only traditional K-5 schools were included in this study, resulting 
in analysis of 15,511 individual students involved in school choice. For each school, the 
spreadsheet included the number of students who were assigned to the school but chose 
to exit and attend a different school, by ethnicity and by FRL status. The spreadsheet also 
included, for each elementary school, the number of students who chose to attend that 
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school instead of their attendance area school. These data were also listed by ethnicity 
and by FRL status.  
School grade data were retrieved by the researcher from the State‘s Department of 
Education website. School grades from the 2007-2008 school year were used in this study 
because those would have been the most recent grades available to parents as they 
navigated the school choice process during the 2008-2009 school year, and ultimately 
chose schools for their children for the 2009-2010 school year. 
Actual and counterfactual demographics. For the purpose of determining the 
impact of the school choice plan on the racial and socioeconomic demographics of each 
school, the actual 2009-2010 data provided by the district were used to ―undo‖ the effects 
of school choice. The researcher calculated these ―counterfactual‖ demographics by 
school. For each school, the students who chose to attend the school were removed; and 
the students who chose to exit the school were returned. These counterfactual student 
counts were then used to calculate proportions of black students and proportions of FRL 
students. This resulted in counterfactual demographics for each elementary school that 
represented what the school population would be, theoretically, if there were no school 
choice options. These counterfactual demographics were then compared with the actual 
demographics for each school, providing a clear picture of the impact of the school 
choice plan on the district‘s elementary school populations. 
Measuring segregation. For the duration of legal proceedings from 1958 through 
2001, the level of segregation in the district‘s schools was measured in terms of the 
proportions of black students and white students in each school. Ladson-Billings and Tate 
(1995) were emphatic in defining ―race‖ in terms of the polar opposites of ―conceptual 
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whiteness‖ and ―conceptual blackness,‖ and they included other racial groups in the non-
white category. However, the courts have historically defined the groups simply as black 
and white, with the emphasis being on integrating black, predominantly African 
American students with the white majority. The school district being studied has met the 
guidelines provided by the courts by grouping black students separately and including all 
other racial and ethnic groups in the ―white‖ category in reporting integration progress. 
For the purposes of this analysis of school choice policy, the black category only 
included students who identified themselves as black, non-Hispanic. The white student 
category included all other students.  
 In this research, free or reduced lunch (FRL) eligibility was used as a proxy for 
socioeconomic (SES) status. While an imperfect indicator of a family‘s true 
socioeconomic status, FRL eligibility is a commonly used indicator of SES in education 
research. To qualify for FRL, a family must have a total income of less that 130% of the 
Federally defined poverty line, and complete a FRL application form. Families 
participating in other government assistance programs can be automatically enrolled. 
There is little oversight or accountability in this program and income levels are self 
reported by parents each school year on the applications. Literacy levels and the ability to 
speak English impact application rates. Additionally, the FRL program is based solely on 
income, and does not actually reflect other indicators of socioeconomic status such as 
family wealth, education, or occupation. 
The desegregated school. The courts determined in 1971 that schools in this 
district should have a proportion of black to white students that mirrored the community 
and the district as a whole, and set the standard for desegregation at approximately 80% 
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white students and 20% black students in each school. The Court also stated that any 
school that had a population of more than 50% black students would be considered 
―racially identifiable.‖ Since the population of black students in the district‘s schools was 
approximately 20% in 2008, the 80/20 ratio set by the courts was determined to be 
appropriate as the standard of racial integration for this study.  
Additionally, the researcher determined that for the purposes of this study, the 
same standard would be applied to FRL proportions. Since approximately 60% of the 
district‘s elementary students qualify for FRL, schools that reflected that proportion were 
considered socioeconomically integrated in this study. In considering racial and 
socioeconomic integration, schools that were within five percentage points of the ideal 
proportions were considered to be integrated. This range of 10 percentage points was also 
based on court standards. 
The dissimilarity index. In addition to analyzing individual schools‘ proportions 
of black and white students and proportions of students eligible and not eligible for free 
or reduced price lunches, the dissimilarity index (DI) was calculated for the district 
(elementary school population only) as it was in the 2009-2010 school year using the 
actual demographics, and for the district as it would have been if all elementary students 
had attended their attendance area schools that year using the counterfactual 
demographics. The DI is widely used in social science literature as a measure of 
residential and school segregation. The dissimilarity index is the proportion of any one 
group of children that would have to switch schools to create a racial balance throughout 
all elementary schools across the district. An advantage of the dissimilarity index is that it 
measures what is controllable by school officials--the assignment of pupils to schools, not 
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the actual proportion of the different categories of students in the district. The index 
measures whether one particular racial/ethnic group is distributed across all schools in a 
district in the same way as another group. The formula holds the racial composition of the 
district fixed, but measures the extent to which students could be resorted among district 
schools to match the district proportions. Examples of this resorting would include 
magnet schools, school choice, or redrawing school attendance boundaries. Importantly, 
the DI measures pupil assignment components of desegregation and not the effects of 
housing patterns that might result in racial clustering. In other words, the dissimilarity 
index does not reflect the district‘s racial composition, but only how evenly racial groups 
are spread across schools within the district.  
Like most other measures of desegregation, the dissimilarity index contrasts only 
two groups. In this study, proportions of black and white students (and separately, the 
concentrations of students eligible and not eligible for free and reduced price lunches) 
were analyzed because court-ordered desegregation primarily focused on integrating 
these student groups. Furthermore, this approach to analysis avoided the misleading 
impression that could otherwise arise where school systems appear to be more or less 
integrated because of growth in other minority populations. The DI was calculated with 
the actual elementary school demographics and then separately for the counterfactual 
demographics for race and for socioeconomic status. 
 The dissimilarity index ranges in value from 0 to 1 and measures whether the 
proportion of black students at each school is the same as the proportion of black students 
in the entire district. In this study, the ―entire district‖ means the total population of all K-
5 elementary schools. High values indicate that to create statistical racial balance among 
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the district‘s schools, officials would need to reassign a greater number of pupils. The 
index, which is expressed as a proportion, can be multiplied by 100 to indicate the 
percent of students that would need to change schools to achieve exact statistical racial 
balance across the district. 
 One computes the index of dissimilarity (DI), by summing over all the schools in 
the district:  
 D = 0.5 ∑ |nj/N - wj/W| ,   
 where nj is the number of non-white students in school j;  
 wj is the number of white students in school j;  
N = ∑nj , the sum of non-white students in each of the districts‘ schools,  
 that is, the total non-white enrollment in the district; and  
 W = ∑wj , the sum of the number of white students in each of the district‘s  
schools, that is, the total white enrollment in the district (Clotfelter, Ladd, & 
Vigdor, 2005). 
To compute the dissimilarity index for blacks and whites in this study, the number 
of black students was substituted for the formula‘s number of non-white students and 
then all other racial groups were included in the white category; in essence including only 
those two groups in the computations. Following this formula, for each school, one found 
the absolute value of the difference in the school‘s proportion of the district‘s black 
students and its proportion of the district‘s white students. The researcher used the data 
provided by the district to calculate the DI using spreadsheet software. 
Measuring school quality. School ―grades‖ were used as a proxy for academic 
quality in this study. As part of the state‘s accountability plan for education, schools are 
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given a grade of A, B, C, D, or F each year. The state‘s plan for school accountability 
was implemented in 1999 and requires annual testing of all students in the state‘s public 
schools. Students are tested in reading and math in grades 3 through 5; writing in grades 
4, 8, and 10; and in science in grades 5, 8, and 10. The plan was tied to financial rewards 
for high performing schools, sanctions and technical assistance for chronically low-
performing schools, and private school vouchers for students in failing schools (Figlio & 
Rouse, 2006). The plan also called for ―grades‖ to be publicly assigned to schools based 
on their performance on the high stakes testing each year. The criteria for the grades was 
adjusted periodically with regard to which students were included, the actual performance 
thresholds for each grade and subject, the inclusion of improvement scores and reduction 
of the achievement gap between subgroups. These grades were used in this study to 
identify the quality of each school. The school grading system is based solely on high 
stakes testing, and thus is far from a perfect indicator of overall school quality. Adequate 
Yearly Progress (AYP), based on Federal standards, is also a publicly available indicator 
of school quality. Schools that are successful in achieving high ―grades‖ in the state plan 
do not necessarily meet the requirements for AYP. The methods for calculating AYP are 
somewhat more complex than those for calculating school grades, and more importantly, 
AYP is reported in such a way that parents find difficult to understand. After more than 
ten years under the school grading plan, the state‘s students, parents, educators, and the 
public have come to see these grades as key indicators of how students in a particular 
school are doing, and thus school grades were used in this study because they were more 
likely to influence parents‘ school choice.  
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Data Analysis 
 This was a descriptive study in which there were two dependent variables (the 
effects), which were the proportions of black and white students in each school and the 
proportions of students eligible and not eligible for free or reduced price lunch (FRL) in 
each school. The independent variables were the ethnic and socioeconomic 
characteristics of the students who participated in the choice program.  
For research question one, based on the district‘s 2009-2010 racial and 
socioeconomic demographics, could the elementary schools still be described as 
integrated, the district data were used to compute the percentage of black students and the 
percentage of white students (which included all other racial/ethnic categories) in each 
elementary school in the district. Descriptive statistics were used to clarify this snapshot 
of the district‘s elementary school population characteristics in the 2009-2010 school 
year. These descriptive statistics were analyzed in light of the 80/20 white to black ratio 
that was originally required by the courts. Schools with ratios within five percentage 
points of the ideal 80/20 white to black ratio were considered to be integrated. The same 
computations, statistics, and analyses were completed for the socioeconomic categories 
for each school. The categories used for socioeconomic analysis were eligible for free or 
reduced price lunch and not eligible for free or reduced price lunch. Schools that were 
within five percentage points of the ideal 60/40 eligible to not eligible for FRL ratio were 
considered integrated.  
 The dissimilarity index for the district was calculated based only on elementary 
school data. For this index, the unit of study was the district.  
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For research question two, would the district‘s elementary schools be considered 
integrated if all students had attended their attendance area schools, the counterfactual 
data were used to compute the percentage black and the percentage white (which 
included all other racial/ethnic categories) for each elementary school in the district as if 
there was no school choice plan. Descriptive statistics were used to clarify this 
counterfactual representation of each elementary school‘s population characteristics as 
they would be without the choice plan. These descriptive statistics were also analyzed in 
light of the 80/20 white to black ratio that was originally required by the courts. The same 
computations, statistics, and analyses were completed for the socioeconomic categories 
for each school. The categories used for socioeconomic analysis were eligible for free or 
reduced price lunch and not eligible for free or reduced price lunch. The ideal proportions 
were determined to be 60/40 eligible to not eligible for FRL. Again, based on court 
standards, schools that were within five percentage points of the ideal ratios were 
considered integrated.  
The dissimilarity index for the district was also calculated for the district 
(elementary only) using the counterfactual demographics. In computing this index, the 
district was the unit of study. 
For research question three, what impact did the district‘s choice plan have on the 
racial and socio-economic character of elementary schools in the school district, each 
elementary school‘s actual proportions of black and white students, as well as actual 
proportions of students who were eligible and not eligible for FRL were compared to the 
counterfactual proportions which were calculated by the researcher. Descriptive statistics 
were calculated using spreadsheet software. Additionally, the dissimilarity indices based 
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on race and FRL status, for the actual 2009-2010 data and for the counterfactual data, 
were compared.  
For research question four, given that nearly all parents identify academic quality 
as a reason for choosing a school, did parents in this district choose high quality schools 
(as determined by the state) and did ethnicity or socioeconomic status appear to influence 
choice, the unit of study was the district. The percent of students who chose a school at 
each of the five state assigned grade levels (A, B, C, D, or F) was determined. Additional 
analyses focused on the proportions of black and white, and eligible and not eligible for 
FRL students that chose high performing schools and those that chose schools identified 
as D or F schools. The chi-square test of independence/homogeneity was used to better 
understand whether those choosing A schools, B and C schools, and those choosing D or 
F schools matched overall district ethnic and socioeconomic proportions. The effect size 
(w) was important in interpreting these results because the sample size was so large 
(Cohen, 1988). These tests reflected the degree to which the racial and socioeconomic 
proportions of choosers fit the theoretical expectations, which were the actual district 
proportions. This investigation of the race and socioeconomic status of families who 
chose schools of different academic quality was done with the district as the unit of 
analysis. 
Additionally, a small purposeful sample of five schools was selected for more 
specific analysis to better understand the quality of the schools from which the choosers 
came. These five schools were selected because they attracted large numbers of choosers 
and were schools that had stable school grades—no dramatic changes over a period of 
several years. These five schools were also selected because they represented a wide 
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array of demographic characteristics and were located in different areas of the district. 
This analysis was done with the school as the unit of analysis. Each school was 
investigated with regard to the grades of the schools from which its choosers came to 
shed light on whether students were moving from lower performing to higher performing 
schools. 
Limitations and Delimitations 
 This chapter addressed the quantitative descriptive design used in this study. Data 
collection and analysis have been described. An important assumption inherent in this 
study was the belief that data provided by the school district were accurate. Some basic 
facts about the elementary schools were cross checked using the state‘s department of 
education website and the Common Core Data website. However, these organizations are 
also dependent on accurate self-reporting from the individual schools and districts. The 
validity of the data was also dependent on accurate self-reporting of ethnic information 
for each student. Data were taken directly from student enrollment cards completed by 
students and families each year.  
 Socioeconomic (SES) data were based on student free and reduced price lunch 
information from the district. This is the most commonly used indicator of SES for 
educational research. However, it actually only reflected family income, not other 
indicators of economic well-being or social status. Additionally, the data had inherent 
flaws in that not all eligible families apply for FRL due to misunderstanding, language 
barriers, or embarrassment. And there is minimal accountability and verification, so some 
parents may fabricate income information to receive free lunches for their children even 
though they should not be eligible. The FRL data were also based on a particular date 
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during the school year, and there is constant fluctuation as students are added to and 
sometimes removed from eligibility. In this case, the data reflected the last day of school 
during the 2009-2010 school year. 
 The entire analysis was based on data from a ―moment in time.‖ In actuality, this 
moment is not only a particular school year, 2009-2010, but also a particular day. School 
district demographics change constantly as students move in and out of the district, and 
transfer from one school to another within the district. All data provided by the district 
reflected the demographics at the end of the 2009-2010 school year. The researcher 
assumed that the movement of students into, out of, and between schools that took place 
during the school year did not radically affect the racial and socioeconomic 
characteristics of the schools. The state‘s unemployment rate reached historic highs 
during the school year studied, and the United States continued to feel the impact of an 
ongoing housing/mortgage crisis. These critical economic factors were not accounted for 
in this study. This economic situation may or may not have impacted student movement 
during the school year.  
 The matching of actual school data with the counterfactual data calculated by the 
researcher, was a control technique used to improve the reliability and validity of the 
study. The analysis did not need to account for movement of students during the year 
because all comparisons were based on the single snapshot of data on a single day. It is 
simply important to understand that on any given day, there is some variation in many 
schools‘ population demographics. 
 There are two weaknesses in using the dissimilarity index to consider the district‘s 
integration. First, it only compared the proportions of two groups. But as previously 
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stated, this perceived weakness actually kept this study true to the legal history of school 
desegregation by focusing only on black/white proportions. The second weakness was 
that the index is ―aspatial,‖ meaning that it did not provide information about the spatial 
patterns of segregation, only the relative degree of segregation. In other words the index 
did not describe the integration within the individual classrooms within a school. For 
example, while a district may have had an index of .5 overall, students of different 
ethnicities or socioeconomic groups may not have been evenly distributed in each 
classroom within each school. An example of this situation could be a school where 
students are assigned to teachers based on achievement. This kind of student assignment 
can lead to higher proportions of minority students in special education classes and lower 
proportions of minority students in gifted classes. This kind of in-school segregation was 
not reflected in the district‘s dissimilarity index. 
 The chi-square analysis was used to better understand whether the race and SES of 
parents choosing schools of differing academic quality approximate the race and SES of 
the district as a whole. This statistic is very sensitive to large numbers in the comparative 
groups. Cohen‘s effect sizes (w) were used to more effectively interpret the substantive, 
not just statistical significance of the results. 
Summary 
 The district being studied had a school choice plan which has attracted a large 
number of students. The district controled student choice through a lottery with weighted 
factors for each student. These include demographic characteristics, grade level, and 
sibling attendance, among others. This study was significant because if the design of this 
choice plan can accomplish the movement of so many students each school year, and 
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maintain or even improve racial and socioeconomic integration, it should be a model for 
other large districts struggling with voluntary integration plans. If, however, the district‘s 
choice plan contributed to more segregated schools, this study may provide needed data 
to impact policy and improve the weighted lottery system, the parent and community 
information process, or other elements of the plan to reduce this negative outcome.  
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Chapter 4 
Findings 
 The purpose of this research was to investigate the role school choice has played 
in the racial and socioeconomic distribution of elementary student populations in a large, 
county-based school district. Specifically, four questions were posed for this study: 
1. Based on the district‘s 2009-2010 racial and socioeconomic 
demographics, could the elementary schools still be described as 
integrated? 
2. Would the district‘s elementary schools be considered integrated if all 
students attended their attendance area schools (the counterfactual 
demographics)?  
3. What impact did the district‘s choice plan have on the racial and socio-
economic character of its elementary schools? 
4. Given that nearly all parents identify academic quality as a reason for 
choosing a school, did parents in this district choose high quality schools 
(as determined by the state) and do ethnicity or socioeconomic status 
appear to be related to choice? 
The purpose of this chapter is to present the results of the analyses performed to address 
these research questions. Initially, historical desegregation data were reviewed in light of 
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the 2009-2010 data. Next, each of the four questions was addressed. The chapter ends 
with a summary of key findings of the study. 
Data Collection 
Historical data. An understanding that was fundamental to this analysis was that 
the district being studied has clearly seen some resegregation since the 1972-1973 school 
year when, under Court supervision and mandatory busing, all schools were 
desegregated. According to the Court, the district was to eliminate racially identifiable 
schools by ensuring that no schools had an enrollment of more than 50% black students, 
and that the white/black ratio would be most acceptable and desirable at the following 
levels: 
High Schools   86/14 white/black 
Junior High Schools  80/20 white/black 
Elementary Schools  79/21 white/black  (Manning, 2001)  
These ratios were based on the overall proportions of black and white students enrolled in 
the district. For the purposes of this study, the optimum ratio was generalized to be 80/20 
white/black. Court transcripts frequently referred to this more generalized optimum 
proportion (Manning, 2001).  
In 1991 the district requested changes in the original decree to allow the 
implementation of a three tier system: K-5 elementary schools, middle schools with 
grades 6-8, and high schools with grades 9-12, developed around a cluster system. This 
replaced the five-tier structure that was developed to meet desegregation guidelines in 
1971. That 1971 desegregation plan included clusters of white schools assigned to each 
black school for busing purposes, with most black schools converted into single grade 
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centers for sixth and seventh grade students, with eighth and ninth grade students 
attending junior high schools. The primary objective of the modified plan in 1991 was to 
maintain desegregation, while progressing toward the middle school model. The district 
projected that the new plan would result in additional schools being more than ten 
percentage points from the 80/20 optimum ratio, but also expected more schools to be 
within five percentage points of the ideal 80/20 ratio.  
Later, when the Courts began to consider unitary status for the district, data from 
the 1995-1996 school year were presented. It was the Court‘s opinion that the 17 schools 
which were outside of the required 80/20 racial proportions by more than 20 percentage 
points that year had resegregated due to residential housing patterns and other factors 
outside the control of the school board (Manning, 2001).  
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Table 1 
 
Percentage Black Students in Selected Elementary Schools  
 
in 1972, 1995, and 2009 
 
 
School 
  
1972 
 
1995 
 
2009 
 
 
1 
 
 
24% 
 
 
91% 
 
 
87% 
2  19% 74% 79% 
3  23% 69% 82% 
4  35% 67% 74% 
5  21% 61% 70% 
6  26% 58% 51% 
7  15% 57% 51% 
8  18% 54% 60% 
9  21% 53% 47% 
10  18% 49% 42% 
11  14% 47% 24% 
12  35% 43$ 29% 
13  N/A 43% 36% 
 
Of the seventeen schools the Court discussed in 1995, thirteen were elementary 
schools. These thirteen schools showed a dramatic increase in the proportion of black 
students enrolled between 1972 and 1995, and were considered by the Court to be 
  82 
racially identifiable at that time (Table 1). The district had 108 elementary schools in 
1995, so 12% of those schools had become racially imbalanced. Of those thirteen 
schools, six had an even higher proportion of black students in 2009 than they did in 
1995 (Manning, 2001).  
2009 – 2010 data. By 2009, 31 (22%) of the district‘s 141 traditional K-5 
elementary schools had enrollments with more that 40% black students. Twenty-two 
elementary schools (16%) had student populations that were more than half black. 
Eighty-two additional elementary schools (58%) had fewer than 20% black students. In 
fact, only 25 (17.7%) of the district‘s elementary schools were within five percentage 
points of the Court‘s optimum 80/20 white/black ratio in 2009 (Table A1). 
Data for this study that were related to 2009-2010 ethnic and socioeconomic 
demographics wer obtained from the district‘s Office of Assessment and Accountability. 
The researcher was provided with actual ethnicity and free and reduced price lunch 
(FRL) counts from each of the 377 schools/units in the district in the 2009-2010 school 
year, on a spreadsheet. These data included middle and high schools, as well as virtual 
school counts and data from charter, and other non-traditional schools. Ethnicity and free 
and reduced lunch eligibility status data from traditional K-5 elementary schools were 
extracted and used to create Tables A1 and A2. The analyses in this research used only 
data related to K-5 elementary schools in the district. Except where specifically noted, 
special education centers and other non-traditional schools were not included.  
Data related to school grades were retrieved by the researcher from the State 
Department of Education website. The school district provide a link to the State data 
directly from their website.  
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Counterfactual data. The counterfactual demographics used to represent each 
elementary school‘s population without school choice, were calculated by the researcher 
from the actual data provided by the district. For each school, the number of students (by 
race and by FRL eligibility status) who were assigned to other schools but chose to attend 
that school was subtracted; and the number of students (also by race and by FRL 
eligibility status) who chose to exit that school (which was their assigned school) was 
added. These counterfactual student counts were then used to calculate the percentages of 
black students and FRL-eligible students in each school. This resulted in counterfactual 
demographics for each elementary school that represented what each school‘s population 
would be, theoretically, if there were no school choice options.  
Quantifying integration. During the desegregation case related directly to this 
district, the Court used the proportion of black and white students (all students not 
identified as black) in the district as a standard for integration for each school in the 
district. While there was some variation between elementary schools, junior high schools 
and high schools, the ratio of 80/20 white to black was generally the ideal proportion that 
the Court set as meeting the standards for integrated schools. Schools that were within 
five percentage points of this ideal balance were considered to be integrated. Based on 
the Supreme Court opinion in Parents Involved in Community Schools v. Seattle School 
District and Cristal D. Meredith v Jefferson County Board of Education (2007), the 
socioeconomic status of students may be considered in student assignment plans and in 
analyzing the distribution of students in school districts in lieu of racial quotas. Using the 
same criteria as the Courts mandated in desegregation cases related to race, one could 
develop an optimum distribution of students who were eligible for free or reduced price 
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lunches based on the percent of those eligible students in the district as a whole. Since 
61% of elementary students in the district were eligible for FRL, an optimum ratio in 
each school would be approximately 60/40 FRL to not FRL eligible students. For this 
analysis, it was this 60/40 ratio that was considered the ideal proportion; and in this 
study, schools that were within five percentage points of this ratio were considered to be 
socioeconomically integrated. 
In addition to comparing proportions of black/white students and FRL eligible/not 
eligible in each school, dissimilarity indices (DI) were calculated to illustrate the 
evenness of the distribution of black students and FRL-eligible students across all 
elementary schools in the district. The dissimilarity indices were computed for black 
students and for students who were eligible for free or reduced price lunch, and the 
district‘s elementary enrollment was used as the basis for all calculations. Thus, the 
indices represented how evenly these students were spread across elementary schools in 
the district. 
Quantifying school quality. In this study, the 2007-2008 school grades that were 
assigned by the state were used as an indicator of school quality. The grades are 
determined each year based on high stakes test scores in grades three through twelve. The 
school grade is actually based primarily on the percent of students that are deemed to be 
―proficient‖ or ―making adequate progress.‖  Each school‘s grade is calculated by 
awarding the school one point for each percentage of students who were proficient, 
another point for each percentage of students that showed improvement, and another 
point for each percentage of struggling (lowest quartile) students who showed 
improvement. There are also grade penalties in place for schools that do not make AYP, 
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as defined in NCLB. Each year the state has a range of point totals for each assigned 
school grade. For example, a school would earn a grade of A if it had earned a total of at 
least 525 points, met adequate progress of the lowest 25% in reading and math, and tested 
at least 95% of its students. A school would earn a B if it had 495 to 525 points, met 
adequate progress for the lowest 25% in reading and mathematics within two years, and 
tested at least 90% of its students. A school grade of C would mean that the school earned 
435 to 494 points, met adequate progress of the lowest quartile in reading and math 
within two years, and tested at least 90% of its students. Schools earned a D if they had 
395 to 434 points and tested at least 90% of their students. Any school with fewer than 
395 points was deemed failing.  
In this study of elementary schools, the test scores that made up a significant 
portion of the grading formula were reading and math tests in third, fourth, and fifth 
grades; a writing assessment in fourth grade; and a science test in fifth grade. The scores 
were but one passing glance at the true picture of a school‘s overall quality. However, the 
grades are somewhat intuitive and understandable to the public, and have become part of 
the state‘s education landscape. The grades range from A to F, and lead to financial 
rewards for high scoring schools and a variety of sanctions and assistance for failing 
schools. The grades from the 2007-2008 school year were used in this research because 
those would have been the most recent grades available to parents as they applied for 
school choice for the 2009-2010 school year. (School grades from the 2008-2009 school 
year would not have been released until the summer of 2009, after parents had made final 
choice decisions.) 
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The Results 
Research question 1. The first research question of this study was: based on the 
district‘s 2009-2010 racial and socioeconomic demographics, could the elementary 
schools still be described as integrated? Table A1 shows the total enrollment count, the 
count of black and white students, and the percentage of black students in each of the 141 
traditional K-5 elementary schools analyzed in this study. The percentage of black 
students ranged from 90% in one school, to 1% in two of the schools. The mean 
percentage of black students in elementary schools was 24%. To clarify the distribution 
of black students in elementary schools, Table 2 shows the number and percentage of 
schools within ten given ranges. 
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Table 2 
2009-2010 Count and Percentage of Elementary Schools Based on Percentage Black  
 
Enrollment by Decile. 
 
 
Enrollment 
  
Schools 
 
% Black  
  
Count 
 
% 
 
90-99% 
 
1 
 
1.0 
80-89%  7 5.0 
70-79%  3 2.1 
60-69%  2 1.4 
50-59%  9 6.4 
40-49%  9 6.4 
30-39%  9 6.4 
20-29%  19 13.5 
10-19%  32 22.7 
0-9%  50 35.5 
 
Total 
  
141 
 
100.4 
 
More than 70% of the elementary schools had a black population of less than 30%. More 
than 58% of the schools had a black population that is less than 20%. And more than 35% 
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of the schools had enrollments that include fewer than 10% black students. Twenty-two 
(15.6%) schools had student populations with more than 50% black students. These 
schools would have been defined as racially identifiable by the Courts. Using the Court 
standard of being within five percentage points of the ideal white/black proportion of 
80/20, only 25 schools (17.7%) would be considered racially integrated (Table A1). 
 Table A2 shows the 2009 elementary enrollment count as well as the number and 
percentage of students who qualified for free or reduced price lunches for each school. 
The percentage of eligible students in each school ranged from 98% in three of the 
schools to 8% in one school. The mean percentage of students eligible for FRL in 
elementary schools was 64%. Table 3 clarifies the distribution of these students across 
the schools by grouping the percentage eligible for FRL into deciles. 
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Table 3 
2009-2010 Count and Percentage of Elementary Schools based on Percentage of  
 
Enrollment Eligible for Free or Reduced Price Lunches by Decile. 
 
Enrollment 
 
                    Schools 
 
% Eligible for  FRL 
 
 
Count 
 
% 
 
90-99% 
 
30 
 
21.3 
80-89%  26 18.4 
70-79%  17 12.0 
60-69%  14 9.9 
50-59%  8 5.7 
40-49%  16 11.3 
30-39%  11 7.8 
20-29%  9 6.4 
10-19%  8 5.7 
0-9%  2 1.4 
 
Total 
  
141 
 
99.9 
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A substantial number of schools had student populations that have a large 
proportion (70% or more) of students who were eligible for free or reduced price lunches. 
More than half (73 schools) fell within this range. Thirty schools (21.3%) had 
populations with 30% or fewer students qualifying for FRL. Using the Court‘s standard 
(derived from racial desegregation cases) of matching each school‘s proportions to the 
district‘s overall proportions, only seven schools (5.0%) would be identified as 
socioeconomically integrated (Table A2). All other schools (95%) would fail to meet the 
standard of being within five percentage points of the ideal proportion of 60/40 FRL 
eligible students to not eligible students.  
The dissimilarity index (DI) was then calculated to provide a better picture of the 
distribution of black and FRL-eligible students across all elementary schools in the 
district. With regard to black students, the DI = 0.479, which could be interpreted to 
mean that in order for all black students to be distributed evenly across all elementary 
schools, 47.9% of those student would have to be reassigned to different schools. For 
FRL-eligible students, the DI = 0.497, meaning that 49.7% of students who were eligible 
for FRL would have to be reassigned to different schools to create a situation where FRL 
students were distributed evenly across all elementary schools. So while more schools 
would meet the court‘s standard for being racially integrated (17.7%) than 
socioeconomically integrated (5.7%), the dissimilarity indices suggest that the degree of 
segregation by race and by poverty were very similar. 
 Based on the review of student population demographics in the district‘s 
elementary schools, the answer to research question one was that in the 2009-2010 school 
year, very few schools were racially or socioeconomically integrated as defined by the 
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Courts in past desegregation cases. Schools appeared to be slightly more integrated 
racially than socioeconomically, with 25 schools (17.7%) meeting the Court‘s standard 
for racial desegregation, while only 8 schools (5.7%) would meet the standard for 
socioeconomic integration. It was also notable that 22 elementary schools (15.6%) 
exceeded the Court‘s standard for being labeled racially identifiable. From a poverty 
standpoint, 30 schools (21.3%) had more than 90% of their students qualifying for FRL, 
and would clearly be identifiable in this regard. The dissimilarity indices calculated by 
race and FRL status suggested that a large number, nearly half, of all students would have 
to be reassigned to different schools to result in an even distribution of black students, 
and those who are eligible for free or reduced price lunch. According to the Lewis 
Mumford Center at the University at Albany, the dissimilarity index can be interpreted 
based on the following: 
D = 0.6 or higher represents a high degree of segregation 
D = 0.4 to 0.5 represents a moderate level of segregation 
D = below 0.4 represents a low degree of segregation. 
Based on these interpretation guidelines, district‘s elementary schools were at the high 
end of  ―moderate segregation,‖ racially (DI = 0. 479) and socioeconomically (DI = 
0.497), during the 2009-2010 school year. 
Research question 2. The second research question was: Would the district‘s 
elementary schools be considered integrated if all students attended their attendance area 
schools (the counterfactual demographics)? Table A3 shows the relevant counterfactual 
enrollment counts and percentages related to race for each of the 141 elementary schools 
analyzed for research question 2. The counterfactual percentage of black students ranged 
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from 91% in one school to 1% in three of the schools. The counterfactual mean percent 
of black students in elementary schools was 24%. To make clear the counterfactual 
distribution of black students across all elementary schools, Table 4 shows the number 
and percent of schools within ten ranges. 
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Table 4 
Counterfactual Count and Percentage of Elementary Schools Based on Percentage Black  
 
Enrollment by Decile 
 
 
Enrollment 
 
                 Schools 
 
% Black 
  
Count 
 
% 
 
90-99% 
 
1 
 
1.0 
80-89%  5 3.5 
70-79%  5 3.5 
60-69%  3 2.1 
50-59%  9 6.4 
40-49%  7 5.0 
30-39%  10 7.1 
20-29%  17 12.0 
10-19%  39 27.7 
0-9%  45 31.9 
 
Total 
  
141 
 
100.2 
 
Based on the counterfactual data, more than 70% of the schools would have had a black 
population of less than 30%. Nearly 60% would have had a black population that was less 
  94 
than 20%. And nearly 32% of the schools had fewer than 10% black students in their 
counterfactual enrollment. Twenty-three schools (16.3%) had counterfactual student 
populations with more than 50% black students. These elementary schools would have 
been defined as racially identifiable by the Courts. Based upon the Court‘s standard of 
80/20 as the ideal balance of white to black students, 25 schools (17.7%) had 
counterfactual demographics that would be within the five percentage point range that 
would distinguish them as racially integrated (Table A3). 
 Table A4 shows the counterfactual elementary enrollment counts along with the 
number and percentage of students who qualified for free or reduced price lunches for 
each school. The counterfactual percentage of eligible students in each school ranged 
from 98% to 7%, with a mean of 61.9% FRL eligible students for all elementary schools.  
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Table 5 
Counterfactual Count and Percentage of Elementary Schools Based on Percentage of  
 
Enrollment Eligible for Free or Reduced Price Lunch by Decile 
 
Enrollment 
 
Schools 
 
% Eligible for FRL 
 
 
Count 
 
% 
 
90-99% 
  
21 14.9 
80-89%  27 19.1 
70-79%  19 13.5 
60-69%  18 12.8 
50-59%  7 5.0 
40-49%  16 11.3 
30-39%  14 9.9 
20-29%  9 6.4 
10-19%  7 5.0 
0-9%  3 2.1 
 
Total 
  
141 
 
100.0 
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Nearly half (47.5%) of schools had counterfactual student populations where 70% or 
more of the students would qualify for free or reduced price lunches. Thirty-three schools 
(23.4%) had counterfactual populations with 30% or fewer students eligible for FRL. 
Deriving the standard of matching individual school proportions to that of the district as a 
whole (60/40, eligible to not eligible for FRL) devised from desegregation cases, schools 
which had a FRL-eligible percentage between 55% and 65% would be considered 
socioeconomically integrated. Only nine (6.4%) of the schools‘ counterfactual 
demographics met that threshold (Table A4). 
The dissimilarity index (DI) was then calculated to illuminate the counterfactual 
distribution of black and FRL-eligible students across all elementary schools in the 
district. With regard to black students, the DI = 0.4802, which can be interpreted to mean 
that for all black students to be distributed evenly across all elementary schools, 48% of 
those students would have to be reassigned to a different schools. For FRL-eligible 
students, DI = 0.4687, meaning that 46.9 percent of students who qualified for FRL 
would have to be reassigned to different schools to create a situation where FRL students 
are distributed evenly across all schools. So while more schools would meet the court‘s 
standard for being racially integrated (17.7%) than socioeconomically integrated (6.4%), 
the dissimilarity indices suggest that the degree of segregation by race and poverty in the 
counterfactual demographics was nearly identical. 
 A review of the counterfactual demographics which represented the school 
populations as they would be, theoretically, without the school choice plan showed that 
only a few of the district‘s elementary schools would be integrated in such a way as to 
meet the standards of the Courts. Nearly 18% of the schools would have met the standard 
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for racial integration, and 6.4% would be considered socioeconomically integrated. The 
answer to research question 2 was that counterfactual demographics showed that without 
school choice the elementary schools would be moderately segregated. They would be 
slightly more racially integrated than socioeconomically integrated based on the Court‘s 
standards, but nearly identical with regard to how unevenly black students and students 
who qualified for free or reduced price lunch were distributed across all elementary 
schools. 
Research question 3. The third research question of this study was: What impact 
did the district‘s choice plan have on the racial and socio-economic character of its 
elementary schools? Appendix A5 shows the actual and counterfactual enrollment, 
percentage black, and percentage eligible for free and reduced price lunch in each of the 
141 elementary schools in this study. Nine of the 141 schools are magnet schools with no 
designated attendance area. For this study, actual and counterfactual data were considered 
to be the same for magnet schools. All other schools had at least one student exit or 
choose to attend, creating a difference between actual and counterfactual enrollment. 
Among non-magnet schools, 42 schools had an increase in enrollment due to choice, and 
90 schools had a decrease in enrollment when comparing the counterfactual to actual 
data. Eleven schools gained 100 or more students. Twenty-six schools gained from 10 to 
99 students. Five schools gained fewer than ten students. Among the ninety schools that 
decreased in enrollment, seven lost fewer than ten students; 47 lost from ten to 99 
students; and 36 schools had 100 or more students exit to attend different schools. The 
mean change in school enrollment for all schools was 44 students; the median was 31 
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students; and the mode, due to magnet demographics being artificially held constant in 
the actual and counterfactual data, was 0. 
Analyzing the differences in racial characteristics of the actual and counterfactual 
demographics showed that 60 schools (42.6%) had a higher proportion of black students 
due to the choice plan (counterfactual – actual percentages). Fifty schools (35.5%) had a 
lower proportion of black students. Thirty-one schools (21.9%) stayed the same in this 
regard. 
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Table 6 
Actual Enrollment by Race Compared to Counterfactual Enrollment by Race in the  
 
District’s Elementary Schools 
 
 
 
Actual  
2009 Enrollment 
 
Counterfactual 
 Enrollment 
 
Racially Identifiable Schools 
(50% or more black) 
22 
(15.6%) 
23 
(16.3%) 
 
Schools with  
21% to 49%  
Black Enrollment 
34 
(24.1%) 
34 
(24.1%) 
 
Schools with  
Less than 20%  
Black Enrollment 
85 
(60.3%) 
84 
(59.6%) 
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Table 7 
 
Actual Enrollment by Free and Reduced Price Lunch Eligibility Compared to  
 
Counterfactual Enrollment by Free and Reduced Price Lunch Eligibility in the District’s  
 
Elementary Schools 
 
 
 
Actual 2009 
 Enrollment 
 
Counterfactual 
Enrollment 
 
Schools with  
More than 80%  
Free and Reduced Price Lunch 
Eligible Students 
54 
(38.3%) 
45 
(31.9%) 
 
Schools with  
20% to 80%  
Free and Reduced Price Lunch 
Eligible Students 
77 
(54.6%) 
85 
(60.3%) 
 
Schools with  
Less than 20%  
Free and Reduced Price Lunch 
Eligible Students 
10 
(7.1%) 
11 
(7.8%) 
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Table 8 
Dissimilarity Indices Based on Race and Free or Reduced Price Lunch Status in 
Elementary Schools Only 
Dissimilarity Index 
 
2009 – 2010 
 
Actual Counterfactual 
 
By Race (B/W) 
 
0.479 
 
0.480 
 
By SES (eligible/not 
eligible for FRL) 
0.497 0.469 
 
Table 6 represents the differences between actual and counterfactual ethnic 
demographics, in light of the Court‘s desegregation standards. When schools were 
grouped by percentage of black students in this way, the actual and counterfactual 
demographics were nearly identical. Table 7 shows slightly less congruence between the 
actual and counterfactual demographics with regard to free and reduced price lunch 
eligible student enrollment. The dissimilarity indices calculated for black students based 
on actual and counterfactual data are nearly identical, as are the indices calculated for 
FRL-eligible students based on actual and counterfactual data (Table 8). Continuing the 
commitment to Peterson‘s (2009) philosophy of minimally sufficient analysis, no 
statistical tests were conducted on these nearly identical demographic proportions and 
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indices. The weighting system used by the district in the granting of choice appeared to 
hold the racial and socioeconomic distribution of students across schools very much as it 
would be if all students attended their attendance area schools.  
Research question 4. The fourth research question of this study was: Given that 
nearly all parents identify academic quality as a reason for choosing a school, did parents 
in this district choose high quality schools (as determined by the State) and did ethnicity 
or socioeconomic status appear to influence choice? The school grades from 2008 (from 
the 2007-2008 school year) were used in this analysis because those were the most recent 
grades available to parents as they navigated the school choice process for the 2009-2010 
school year. The 2008-2009 grades were released during the summer of 2009, but that 
was after most parents had made the decision to leave an assigned area school and signed 
a commitment letter to attend the school of choice. In 2008, 136 traditional elementary 
schools received grades: 69 (51%) earned As, 29 (21%) earned Bs, 30 (22%) earned Cs, 6 
(4%) earned Ds, and 2 (1%) earned Fs. For this research question, the choices of 15,511 
students were analyzed. Sixty percent chose A schools, 20% chose B schools, 17% chose 
C schools, 2% chose D schools, and 1% chose F schools. The race and socioeconomic 
status of the parents who chose A schools, as well as the thirty-seven percent (5548 
students) of students who selected B or C schools, and the three percent of students (464 
students) who chose D or F schools were further investigated to answer Research 
Question 4. 
It was clear that most parents chose schools that were rated highly by the state. 
Sixty percent chose schools that earned As. Intuitively, these schools would be 
considered outstanding schools. An additional 20% of families chose schools that earned 
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Bs, and 17% chose schools that earned Cs. Because school grades were structured to 
match the typical academic grades with which most Americans are familiar, one would 
assume that these B and C schools are average to above average schools, and that D and 
F schools need significant improvement. However, since more than half of the district‘s 
schools earned As, the B and C schools were relegated to the lower half of all schools, 
along with the D and F schools, and generally perceived as below average. 
 From a racial perspective, the proportion of black and white students who chose A 
schools appeared to match the proportions in the district as a whole. The chi-square test 
of independence/homogeneity was used to test the null hypothesis. The null hypothesis 
was that the proportion of black students choosing an A school (.19) would be equal to 
the proportion of black students in the district as a whole (.21). At p < .001, with 1 df, the 
chi square value was determined to be 22.44. The null hypothesis was rejected. The large 
sample size impacted the chi-square value, so the very small effect size (w = .049) was 
important in illustrating that there was a very limited difference between the proportion 
of black students in the district and the proportion of black students who chose A schools. 
From a socioeconomic perspective, there was a visible difference between the 
percent of students eligible for FRL that chose A schools and the proportion of FRL-
eligible students in the district as a whole. Only 43% of the A school choosers were 
eligible for FRL, while 62% of students in the district are eligible for FRL. The null 
hypothesis was that the proportion of students eligible for free or reduced price lunch 
would be equal to the proportion of eligible students in the district as a whole. At  p < 
.001, with 1 df, the chi-square was determined to be 1426.07. The null hypothesis was 
rejected. In this case, there was a medium effect size (w = .39). Fewer poor students 
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chose A schools than would be predicted based on the proportion of poor students in the 
district. 
There was a more visible difference between the proportion of black students who 
chose B or C schools and the proportion of black students in the district. The null 
hypothesis was that the proportion of black students who chose B or C schools would be 
equal to the proportion of black students in the district. At p < .001, with 1 df, the chi-
square was determined to be 219.76. The null hypothesis was rejected. The effect size 
(w=.19) was noticeable. There was a significant difference between the actual and 
expected proportions of black choosers of B and C schools. 
From a socioeconomic perspective, the null hypothesis was that the proportion of 
students eligible for free or reduced price lunch that chose a B or C school would match 
the proportion of students eligible for free or reduced price lunch in the district. At p < 
.001, with 1 df, the chi-square was determined to be 252.183. The null hypothesis was 
rejected. There was a small to medium effect size (w = .21). More poor students chose B 
or C schools than would be predicted based on the actual proportion of poor students in 
the district. 
Finally, there was an obvious difference between the proportion of black students 
who chose D or F schools and the proportion of black students in the district as a whole. 
More than 70% of the D or F school choosers were black, while black students only make 
up 21% of the district‘s total enrollment. The null hypothesis was that the proportion of 
black students who chose D or F schools would be equal to the proportion of black 
students in the district. At p < .001, with 1 df, the chi-square was determined to be 
756.27. The null hypothesis was rejected. The effect size (w = 1.27) was very large. 
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There was a much larger proportion of black students who chose D or F schools than 
would be expected based on the district demographics. 
 The difference in proportions was even more significant with regard to 
socioeconomic status. Students who were eligible for FRL made up 95% of the 400 that 
chose D or F schools, while those students represent only 62% of the district‘s 
enrollment. The null hypothesis was that the proportion of students eligible for free or 
reduced price lunch would be equal to the proportion of those eligible students in the 
district. At p < .001, with 1 df, the chi-square was determined to be 7675.62. The null 
hypothesis was rejected. The effect size (w = 4.0672) was very high. The proportion of 
poor students who chose D or F schools was significantly higher than what would have 
been predicted based on the proportion of poor students in the district. 
Five schools were selected for additional analysis as to the academic quality of 
the attendance area schools that their choosers had exited. This was a small, purposeful 
sample of schools that were chosen because a large number of families chose them and 
because their school grades were stable over several years. They also represented a 
variety of demographic characteristics between their populations. The first B school that 
was selected attracted a total of 228 students from 43 different schools. This school had 
an enrollment of 929 students, 9% of whom were black, and 46% of whom were eligible 
for free or reduced price lunch. Of those students that chose this school, 169 (74%) came 
from C, D, or F schools. These families chose a school with a higher grade than their 
assigned school. Twenty-six students (11%) came from academically equivalent B 
schools. Thirty-three students (14%) had been assigned to an A school, but chose to 
attend this B school. The other B school that was analyzed attracted a total of 117 
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students from 30 different schools. This school had an enrollment of 651 students, 22% 
of whom were Black, and 84% of whom were eligible for free or reduced price lunch. Of 
those, 71 (61%) came from C, D, or F schools. Thirty-two (27%) came from equivalent B 
schools. And 14 (12%) came from A schools.  
Two C schools were also scrutinized at this level. These two schools were chosen 
by 139 and 91 families, respectively. The first C school had an enrollment of 943 
students, of whom 36% were black and 73% were eligible for free or reduced price lunch. 
This school had 22 choosers ((16%) who came from D or F schools and 51 (37%) from 
equivalent C schools. This school was also chosen by 66 students (47%) who had been 
assigned to A or B schools. The other C school had a total enrollment of 542 students, of 
whom 80% were black and 93% were eligible for free or reduced price lunch. This C 
school was chosen by 33 students (36%) who had been assigned to D or F schools, and 
42 students (46%) who had been assigned to equivalent C schools. There were 16 
students (18%) who chose to attend this school even though their assigned attendance 
area schools earned As or Bs.  
One F school, which attracted 75 students, was selected for further analysis. 
Nearly 20% of this school‘s enrollment chose to attend. All of these families chose a 
school for their child that had earned a lower grade than the school to which the child was 
assigned. This school had a total enrollment of 387 students, of whom 56% were black 
and 92% qualified for free or reduced price lunch. This school‘s 75 choosers came from 
21 different schools. Six (8%) had been assigned to D schools. Fifty-nine students (79%) 
had been assigned to C schools. Seven students (9%) had been assigned to B schools, and 
3 students (4%) had been assigned to attendance area schools that had earned As.  
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 With respect to Research Question 4, did parents choose schools of high academic 
quality, based on the school grade, a majority of parents (60%) chose high quality schools 
for their children. The others, a substantial proportion, chose schools that earned school 
grades that were equal to or lower than their assigned attendance area schools. Choosers 
of all racial and socioeconomic groups did not appear to be choosing evenly across 
schools of differing academic quality. Families of different ethnic and socioeconomic 
levels appeared to choose schools of different academic quality at a statistically 
significant level. 
Limitations 
 The purpose of this study was to examine the role school choice has played in the 
racial and socioeconomic distribution of student populations in the one district‘s public 
schools after eight years of voluntary integration with a school choice plan. As such, the 
design of the study was limited in scope to that one district and generalizations cannot be 
made across other districts or states. The data used in this study represented a single 
snapshot of the district‘s demographics because school enrollment changes constantly 
during the school year.  
 The study was designed to consider the realities of resegregation after court 
mandated desegregation measures ceased. As such, the variables were intended to match 
those considered in the original desegregation cases related to this district. These 
dichotomous variables, black and white, and eligible or not eligible for free or reduced 
price lunch, limited the complete understanding of integration—racial and 
socioeconomic—in the district and in the individual schools.  
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 The chi-square test of independence/homogeneity was used to evaluate the 
significance of the proportions of parents who chose schools of different academic 
quality as compared to the expected proportions based on the district‘s racial and 
socioeconomic demographics. This test is highly vulnerable to large sample sizes, and so 
Cohen‘s effect size (w) was used to better interpret the substantive, not just statistical, 
significance of the differences.  
 The district‘s weighting system for assigning students to schools of choice 
appeared to be very effective at maintaining the racial and socioeconomic proportions of 
students at the level they would be if students attended their attendance area schools. 
Thus, no additional statistical analysis was appropriate to compare the actual and 
counterfactual demographic data.  
Summary 
 The researcher sought to determine whether the school choice plan in this district 
had an impact on the racial and socioeconomic distribution of students in elementary 
schools. The comparison of actual and counterfactual data revealed that the district‘s 
choice plan was effective at maintaining the racial and socioeconomic proportions that 
would exist if all students attended their assigned neighborhood school. While there was 
a widespread perception that school choice caused resegregation, in this district, school 
choice appeared to maintain the level of segregation that occurred due to student 
assignment to neighborhood schools, but not contribute to or accelerate it. 
 Most parents did choose high quality schools for their children. However, when 
the ethnic and socioeconomic status of choosers were examined in light of the academic 
quality of the schools they chose, there appeared to be significant differences as 
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compared to the district demographics. Poor students were less likely to choose A 
schools. Poor and black students were somewhat more likely to choose B and C schools. 
Importantly, poor and black families were much more likely to choose D or F schools for 
their children. 
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Chapter 5 
Discussion of Findings 
 This chapter presents a summary of the study, a discussion of the findings, and 
conclusions related to the analysis of district data for each of the four research questions. 
Recommendations are presented. Also included are suggestions for further research.  
Findings and Interpretations 
Across the United States, school districts have been released from Federal 
scrutiny and have resegregated (Orfield & Yun, 1999). Yet as a society, we still purport 
to care about integrated schools. We continue to believe in the short and long term value 
of children‘s experiences with those who look different and come from different 
backgrounds and lives. We mourn the tragic deaths of young people who are bullied 
because they are different. And closing the achievement gap, especially between white 
and black students is a national priority reflected in state and Federal legislation. All the 
while, stratification by race and class continues to increase. This study was designed to 
illuminate the current level of integration in one large district‘s elementary schools, 
determine the impact that school choice played in that stratification, and discern whether 
families who participated in the choice plan chose high quality schools. 
The findings suggested that the school choice plan in this particular school district 
was not the cause of elementary school segregation, either by race or by socioeconomic 
level. The comparison of actual and counterfactual demographics made it clear that the 
educational landscape experienced by elementary students would have been the same, 
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with or without the movement of more than 18,000 elementary students (nearly 20% of 
all elementary students) participating in the school choice plan. A majority of parents 
chose high-quality schools for their children; however, a statistically and substantively 
significant proportion of poor and black parents chose lower-performing schools.  
The research questions. The first research question, based on the district‘s 2009-
2010 racial and socioeconomic demographics, could the elementary schools be described 
as integrated, set the stage for considering the impact of the choice plan. These actual 
demographics served as a snapshot of the level of integration that existed in the 
elementary schools and illustrated the educational environment for young children across 
the district. The data showed that terrain to be very diverse. Elementary school 
populations ranged from 1% black to 90% black. More than 15% of the schools were 
racially identifiable, with black students making up more than 50% of the populations in 
those schools. Only 25 schools (17.7%) would have met the court‘s standard for ideal 
integration. 
Many scholars have documented that resegregation, after school districts are 
granted unitary status and released from court scrutiny is widespread and dramatic 
(Bhargava, Frankenbuer, & Le, 2008; Orfield 2001; Orfield & Yun, 1999). Enrollment 
demographics in this district illustrated that effective desegregation of schools was 
accomplished in the early 1970s with school clustering and busing. However, by the mid 
1990‘s, many schools (13 elementary) had become racially identifiable again (Table 1). 
As was common in many cases across the country, the courts determined that this 
segregation was caused by residential patterns and other factors outside the control of the 
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school district (Bd. of Ed v. Dowell, 1991; Manning, 2001; Oklahoma City Bd. of Ed. v. 
Dowell, 1991).  
The level of poverty within schools in the 2009-2010 school year was also wide 
ranging. The percent of students who qualified for free or reduced price lunch ranged 
from 8% to 98%. More than half of all schools had 70% or more of their populations 
eligible for free or reduced price lunch, while 19 schools had 30% or fewer students who 
qualified. Using the Court‘s standard of being within five percentage points of the 
district-wide proportion, only eight schools (5.7%) would have been identified as 
socioeconomically integrated.  
The second research question, would the district‘s elementary schools be 
considered integrated if all students attended their attendance area schools, required the 
calculation of counterfactual data. For each of the elementary school‘s demographics, the 
researcher removed students who chose to attend the school and returned those who 
chose to exit the school, in effect, ―undoing‖ school choice. These counterfactual 
demographics represented the district‘s elementary schools, theoretically, as they would 
have been if there was no school choice option. By looking at these counterfactual  
demographics, one could best see the results of the ―unofficial choice‖ of buying a home 
in a preferred neighborhood.  
 Counterfactual school populations ranged from 1% black to 91% black. More 
than 16% of the schools were racially identifiable, with black students making up more 
than 50% of the populations in those schools. In addition, only 25 schools (17.7%) would 
have met the Court‘s standard for ideal integration. Bhargava, Frankenberg, & Le (2008) 
found that countywide school districts tended to be more integrated. In this countywide 
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district, however, fewer than 20% of its elementary schools would be identified as 
integrated with or without the choice plan. Murphy‘s (1996) contention that communities, 
not just school boards, need to accept responsibility for integration was born out in this 
study.  
The counterfactual level of poverty within schools was also wide ranging. The 
percent of students who qualified for free or reduced price lunch ranged from 7% to 98%. 
Nearly half of all schools had 70% or more of their counterfactual populations qualify for 
free or reduced price lunch, while 33 schools had 30% or fewer students who qualified. 
Using the Court‘s standard of being within five percentage points of the district-wide 
proportion, only nine schools (6.4%) would have been identified as socioeconomically 
integrated based on their counterfactual data.  
Research questions 1 and 2 provided background information for research 
question 3, which addressed the raison d‘être for this study: What impact did the district‘s 
choice plan have on the racial and socioeconomic character of its elementary schools? By 
comparing the data compiled in the first two research questions, the researcher 
discovered that even though more than 18,000 elementary students attended schools other 
than their assigned attendance area schools, there was virtually no change in the 
demographic characteristics of the district‘s elementary schools. The dissimilarity index, 
for the district‘s elementary schools only, was determined to be 0.479 for black students 
for the 2009-2010 school year, and 0.480 for the counterfactual data developed by the 
researcher. For students eligible for free or reduced price lunch, the actual 2009-2010 
dissimilarity index was 0.497, compared to the counterfactual dissimilarity index of 
0.469.  
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The weighting system used to grant choice requests in this district appeared to 
maintain the level of racial and socioeconomic integration at virtually the exact levels 
that the elementary schools would have if there was no school choice option and all 
students attended their assigned attendance area schools. Elmore and Fuller (1996) 
suggested four propositions drawn from research on school choice, three of which were 
directly related to this study. Their first proposition, that choice would increase 
stratification by race and social class, was not upheld by this research. The choice plan 
had no impact on the level of stratification in this district. Second, they contended that 
details matter in the design and implementation of choice plans, and that appeared to be 
true in this situation. The weighting system used by the district was able to maintain the 
level of integration that existed due to residential patterns and the attendance area zones. 
Families completed applications listing three school choices. The system for assigning 
the choice schools used by the district was a detail in the choice plan that did impact the 
level of integration. It was maintained at its non-choice level. Finally, they suggested that 
context matters in school choice plans. The district developed this choice plan as it was 
released from Federal scrutiny. The Court had determined that residential housing 
patterns were to blame for the resegregation of schools and that the district was not 
responsible. Thus, the plan was designed from within the context of the Court ruling, 
only to maintain the status quo, and it did that, based on the attendance area boundaries. 
The answer to research question 3, the fundamental question of the study, was 
that the school choice plan had virtually no impact on elementary school demographics. 
The choice plan appeared to allow large numbers of students to attend schools of choice 
without contributing to or accelerating the resegregation, racially or socioeconomically, 
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of the district‘s elementary schools. This conclusion was in direct contrast to a large body 
of research that implicated school choice plans in the stratification of schools (Dillon, 
2008; Hardy, 2006; Hausman & Goldring, 2000; Howell, 2006; Lubienski, 2007; Neild, 
2005; Saporito & Lareau, 1999; Saporito & Sohoni, 2007; Smrekar & Goldring, 1999). 
Whether due to poor information (Neild, 2005; Schneider & Buckley, 2002; Van Dunk & 
Dickman, 2002), lack of quality choices (Dillon, 2008; Neild, 2005), or deeply imbedded 
racism (Andre-Bechely, 2007; Holme, 2002; Liu & Taylor, 2005), the research 
overwhelmingly suggested that choice plans increase stratification. This was not the case 
in this study. 
Research question 4 addressed the quality of schools chosen by parents of the 
elementary students. This district studied was in a state that published annually, a list of 
schools and ―grades‖ for those schools that were based on high-stakes test scores. These 
school grades were widely available and widely known in the district. Though imperfect 
and incomplete measures of school quality, these grades were an important part of the 
information parents could have used to choose schools for their children. The data 
showed that 60% of families chose A schools for their children. The remaining 40% 
selected B, C, D, or F schools, including over 400 families (3%) who chose to send their 
children to D or F schools. Many scholars have questioned whether school choice plans 
actually offer real alternatives to the poor schools that families wish to exit (Dillon, 2008; 
Goldhaber, 1999; Liu & Taylor, 2005; Neild, 2005). With more than half of the schools 
in this district earning the grade of A from the state, there were clearly some quality 
options for students in low performing schools. 
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A statistically significant number of parents who chose the very low-performing, 
D and F schools were black or poor. Schneider and Buckley (2002) cited the ―digital 
divide‖ in explaining how and why low-income families are forced to make school 
decisions with less than adequate information. Howell (2006) found that parents of 
children who attended low performing schools were less likely than parents of children in 
high performing schools to know whether or not their child‘s school had made AYP. 
Howell also found that family characteristics were more important than the 
characteristics of the schools being exited when families chose schools. Andre-Bechely 
(2007) found that the urban landscape was fraught with obstacles that impacted the 
choices of urban students. She emphasized that location was the key to the choices 
parents made. Time and transportation were the factors that drove parents‘ choices. All of 
this research was congruent with the findings in research question 4 that minority and low 
income parents too often chose low performing schools. 
Implications. It was clear from this study that the choice plan has not contributed 
to the acceleration of resegregation in this district. By removing the impact of students 
who chose to exit their assigned school and attend other schools, the counterfactual data 
showed that the district would be nearly identical to the way it was with the choice plan. 
However, it was also clear that the district could not be described as integrated. 
Interpretation of the dissimilarity indices for the actual demographics and the 
counterfactual demographics suggested that the district‘s elementary schools were 
moderately segregated. Analyzing the population characteristics of the elementary 
schools in light of the Court standards for integration also showed a district that was not 
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evenly integrated. This was disheartening in a district that achieved such high levels of 
integration for nearly 20 years, when mandated by the courts to do so.  
 The analysis of parents who chose to send their children to low-performing 
schools was alarming because it, in part, clarified how the choice plan maintained the 
status quo with regard to segregation. Families tended to choose schools that were like 
themselves, as had been found in previous research (Holme, 2002; Howell, 2006). 
Parents who chose the low-performing schools were significantly more likely to be black 
or poor. Rather than choosing based on the academic quality as represented by the school 
grade, these families likely had other priorities. Bausch and Goldring (1995) found that 
poor families were most likely influenced by the school‘s discipline and safety 
reputation, while minorities were influenced by location and proximity. It is likely that 
the families that chose very poor schools were indeed influenced by proximity to their 
own homes and neighborhoods. The large effect sizes in this chi-square analysis 
demonstrated that the difference between expected and actual proportions with regard to 
race and SES, was substantively, not just statistically, significant. The choice plan was 
not moving those at-risk students to better schools, but to other, equally inferior schools. 
These findings led to a number of recommendations for improvement in the execution of 
the choice plan.  
Recommendations 
 The current school choice plan was developed as part of the voluntary integration 
plan to achieve unitary status and be released from Federal court supervision. As such, it 
was designed to maintain the level of integration that had occurred by 2001. The district 
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went to great lengths to involve the community in working toward unitary status and was 
quite successful in developing a high level of community engagement.   
 The conversion of school choice from a legal argument to a district policy 
occurred without significant forethought into long-term consequences. School choice 
needs to be grounded in a clearly defined set of priorities and community beliefs. The 
district‘s website lists the school board‘s values as achievement, equality, respect, 
continuous improvement, effective communication, leadership, accountability, and civic 
engagement. The school board‘s official policy manual enumerates a set of values as part 
of the philosophy of the board. Equality was among the values named on the website, and 
respect for diversity was listed among the district‘s values in the policy manual. These 
values and priorities, while constant, must always be evaluated and re-evaluated in light 
of economic and other constraints, and must be the basis for all policies and programs. 
 In light of the level of segregation in the district‘s elementary schools it is 
recommended that the school district and community re-evaluate the commitment to 
integrated schools. There are several questions to be considered by policy makers and the 
community, including: What degree of integration is ideal? Acceptable? Unacceptable? 
What are the policies that impact stratification and resegregation? What are the financial 
costs of different student assignment policies? What policies are actually most effective 
at improving student achievement? Only with fundamental clarity in the district‘s 
priorities can the issue of resegregation be addressed. 
 From this foundation, the district should set goals and develop policy. Rather than 
just maintain the current level of moderate segregation, the board should set two lofty and 
challenging goals focusing on excellence and equity. An historical look back at the plans 
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designed to promote voluntary integration and to facilitate school accountability is 
needed to develop appropriate and effective policies in the future. Conversations with 
policy-makers, faculty, and parents who experienced the extensive changes from the 
1970s through the 1990‘s and to the present would provide valuable insight into how the 
school choice plan was created and how it could be improved. Such a study would situate 
the current level of segregation within its historical and cultural context in the 
community. A high level of public engagement must be established. 
 Based on the demographics revealed in the analysis of research questions 1 and 2, 
the current school choice plan did not, in and of itself, contribute to increasing 
resegregation. The district was deemed unitary in 2001 because the Court was convinced 
that all vestiges of de jure segregation were gone, and that residential housing patterns 
had caused the resegregation that occurred. That appears to still be the case. However, the 
school choice plan falls under what Derek Black (2008) called the ―goodwill of the 
district‖ (p. 2). Theoretically, families in schools that have become unbalanced, racially 
or socioeconomically, can choose different or better schools for their children. Even more 
importantly, families in failing schools can choose better schools for their children. This 
illustrates the intersection of individual choice and societal goals, as well as the 
intersection of public and individual responsibility, and is the very heart of the dual goals 
of excellence and equity. 
 Next, the school district must translate those goals into objectives. For the 
purposes of this research, excellence was diluted into the term ―school quality,‖ and was 
represented by school grades. However, excellence is much more—and must be clearly 
defined by the district and community before it can be achieved.  Excellence in schools 
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must be more than test scores. Objectives related to excellence must have global 
implications, be futuristic, and must consider the whole child. Equity must also be 
rendered into clear objectives. Voluntary integration, parental empowerment in the choice 
of schools, and an even playing field for all families are strong equity objectives. 
 Finally, there must be clear criteria for evaluating the goals and objectives. These 
criteria should include methods for measuring effectiveness, comparing economic costs, 
determining the capacity for implementation, and evaluating political impact. Interactions 
between goals and objectives must also be assessed. For example, school choice, in 
addition to being a popular approach for promoting voluntary integration, is also 
purported to empower parents and provide accountability for schools. The school choice 
weighting system that is so effective in maintaining the current level of integration may, 
in fact, be hindering the accountability process. If parents were to be given unfettered 
access to the schools they want for their children, would some other schools be empty?  
And if so, how could those empty buildings be reconstituted in ways that would make 
them successful and attractive as a choice? The allocation of scarce resources is an 
important school board responsibility. Clearly, there are economic considerations in 
balancing the enrollment in each school, but beyond those economic considerations, what 
are the academic achievement costs now and the costs to society down the road, when 
low performing schools continue to be filled with children and are not held accountable? 
 Housing patterns clearly impact the demographics of schools. The demographics 
that result from students attending their assigned attendance area schools showed that the 
district‘s elementary schools were moderately segregated—when the district is the unit of 
analysis. When looking at individual schools, the actual educational life that children live 
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each day varied widely depending on the school they attended. Many children attend 
schools that are nearly as segregated as they would have been in the 1950s and 1960s 
under the dual system of de jure segregation. While changing attendance boundaries is 
seldom popular, it can be a measured approach, implemented over time that has minimal 
financial impact to the district. The district should evaluate the how changes in school 
attendance zones could impact the goals of excellence and equity.  
 The administration of the choice plan was very effective in maintaining the level 
of integration that matched the student assignment plan. The district should consider, in 
light of the Louisville/Seattle cases (Parents Involved in Community Schools v. Seattle 
School District No.1, 2007), whether the weighting system used to grant choice requests 
can or should be adjusted to reduce the stratification that exists in the district. The 
Supreme Court ruled in those cases to sharply limit the use of race in determining which 
schools children could attend. Both the Louisville and Seattle case were specifically 
related to voluntary choice plans, and the Court ruled that the use of race violated the 
equal protection clause of the U.S. Constitution. Chief Justice Roberts, in the majority 
opinion, wrote that neither district showed "compelling interest in remedying the effects 
of past intentional discrimination‖ because Seattle had never operated a segregated 
system and Louisville had eliminated all vestiges of a dual system. Justice Kennedy, in 
the minority opinion, said that race could perhaps be considered as a tool for school 
districts to bring "together students of diverse backgrounds and races." He specifically 
mentioned magnet schools and attendance boundaries. The majority opinion makes it 
very difficult to use race as an integral part of the weighting system for choice 
assignment. However, the case left open the possibility of using socioeconomic status in 
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student placement. The district should consider very carefully how the weighting system 
may or may not be used appropriately and legally to reduce stratification. 
 Further study is recommended with regard to how school choice can hold schools 
more accountable in an era of  ―class size reduction.‖  The state where this district is 
located has very strict guidelines for the number of students that can be in one classroom 
with one teacher. Grades K-3 can have no more than 18 students, and grades 4-5 can have 
no more than 22 students. These stringent rules have harsh financial penalties for the 
district if the class size limits are exceeded. Under these conditions, allowing more 
freedom of choice to hold schools more accountable is all but impossible, and school 
choice assignments must be carefully monitored. The district and community should 
consider how to balance equity and excellence within these constraints imposed by the 
state. 
 Finally, the significant number of poor and black families that chose to send their 
children to low-performing schools was an equity concern. The literature suggests that 
parents, especially minority and low-income parents, need more than just ―choices‖ 
(Howell, 2006; Kraus, 2008; Neild, 2005; Schneider & Buckley, 2002). In fact, in this 
district, nearly 27% of the families participating in choice were black, while only 21% of 
district enrollment was black. This suggests that minority families are, indeed, taking 
advantage of choices. Information and transportation could play a role in leveling the 
playing field in this regard. Andre-Bechely (2005), in particular, asserts that historic 
inequalities are pervasive in the development and administration of policies, leaving 
minorities, poor families, and speakers of other languages needing more guidance and 
support in the choice process. The district should consider the quality and value of the 
  123 
choice information that is made available to the public and how that information is 
disseminated. NCLB Choice processes, along with options for getting additional 
information about schools need to be specifically targeted and appropriately written for 
parents who struggle with navigating the complexities of schooling in a large district. 
Weinstein (2008) found that low-income parents chose higher performing schools when 
given clear information about the academic quality of those schools. The school district 
should make information about school quality, the importance of integration, and choice 
options more available, more appropriate to target audiences, and generally clearer to all 
constituents. 
 Again, it is the ―basic geography of educational inequality‖ (Liu & Taylor, 2005) 
that impacts urban families. In addition to adequate and appropriate information with 
which to make schooling decisions, poor urban parents need transportation options in 
order to take advantage of school choice. The district should consider whether providing 
transportation for all school choice, not just magnet schools and NCLB choice, could 
reduce stratification. Lubienski (2007) and Hardy (2006) both found in their research that 
schools that are economically different may be too far away to be a real choice for some 
families. School buses can, for some families, make that distance surmountable. There is 
a high cost associated with transporting students across the district to schools that are 
actually different from the attendance area schools to which students are assigned. Thus, 
the district must evaluate its priorities and determine if transportation can potentially 
reduce stratification enough to justify the cost in time and money. 
 The recommendations presented here are all centered on developing a clear policy 
with regard to excellence and equity. It is only from within that context that a school 
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choice plan can be evaluated appropriately and effectively. Virtually all work of the 
school board should be focused on these goals and as such this examination should be a 
priority. 
Reflections 
 This research began with the assumption that the school choice plan in this district 
was causing, at least to some degree, resegregation. One needed only to walk through a 
few elementary schools to see how different the populations ―looked.‖ It was this 
anecdotal evidence, shared by many in the district that led to this study. It was 
immediately apparent, when reviewing the 2009-2010 demographic data, that the district 
was no longer evenly integrated. After calculating the counterfactual demographics it was 
clear that the school choice process had virtually no impact on these racial and 
socioeconomic demographics.  
Research question 4, which led to examining the racial and socioeconomic 
characteristics of families that chose schools with different levels of academic quality 
became more important as the study progressed. A majority of all the families that 
participated in school choice chose A schools. That was to be expected based on the 
literature. It was surprising, however, that more than 3% of the families who participated 
in the choice process chose lower performing, D or F schools, for their children. While 
3% is, in fact, a low proportion of the total number of children who attend a school of 
choice, that 3% represents more than 400 children. In the era of No Child Left Behind 
and the disaggregation of data to include subgroups of as few as 30 children for Adequate 
Yearly Progress (AYP), 400 children is a substantial number. It was also disconcerting 
that such a large proportion of those children were poor (95%) or black (75%). Many of 
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these children exited schools that were, by state standards, much better than their school 
of choice. This led to many more questions related to why they chose those schools. 
Suggestions for Further Research 
 The data analyzed for this study included only the actual choices made by 
families to attend schools other than their assigned attendance area schools. Further study 
should, perhaps, focus on the intended and unintended consequences of school choice. As 
part of the proposal to gain release from court supervision, school choice was a tool used 
to promote voluntary integration in a district that had already begun to resegregate. Two 
specific areas were identified in this research that warrant further research. First, unlike 
many such plans across the United States, a large number of families participated in this 
district‘s school choice plan. Additionally, compared to the proportions of black families 
in the district (21%), a higher proportion of black students (27%) attended schools of 
choice than would be expected. However, compared to the proportion of students in the 
district who qualify for free or reduced price lunch (60%), there were fewer FRL students 
(55%) participating in the school choice process. Research specifically aimed at 
understanding who participates in school choice, and equally important, who does not 
participate in choice, could provide important insight into what inspires families to exit 
the attendance area school. The spatial dimension should be pursued when investigating 
these choosers. Are the residential housing patterns that have resulted in moderately 
segregated schools also influencing the choices parents make?  Are these spatial 
contexts—human interactions with geography—actually the last vestiges of institutional 
racism in this community?   
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A second area for further research is in the area of the weighting system used in 
the school choice process. As it is currently implemented, the end result effectively 
maintains the level of integration that would exist without school choice. It maintained 
the ―status quo.‖  However, families usually identified three choices on the school choice 
application. It would be enlightening to know how many families were awarded their first 
choice, and whether families that do not get their first choice of schools attended a second 
or third choice, or if they just remained at their attendance area school. If all families 
were granted their first choice, would that increase the accountability aspect of school 
choice?  
Finally, this study was designed to be different from much of the literature 
reviewed as background for this research. Only the choices families actually made were 
evaluated, rather than who chose, how they chose, and why they chose, as was frequently 
addressed in previous research. The researcher also focused primarily on individual 
school characteristics. This was an attempt at discovering not just whether there was 
resegregation at the district level, but whether there was resegregation within each 
elementary school where that segregation impacted individual children. However, the 
information gleaned in examining individual schools in research question 4 suggested 
that the questions of who chooses schools and why, must be answered. Does integration 
even matter to parents? To the community? Many questions remain: Who are the families 
that choose magnet schools? Who are the families that choose other schools? Is location 
more important to a family‘s lifestyle than the school quality? Are families making their 
choices based on criteria other than school grade or location? If so, what are the factors 
that truly influence families‘ choices? A follow-up study, qualitative in nature, could shed 
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light on why parents, especially poor and black parents, sometimes chose low-performing 
schools for their children.  
Summary and Conclusions 
 This research was undertaken to determine the role school choice played in the 
racial and socioeconomic stratification of the district‘s elementary schools. It was 
determined that the movement of more than 18,000 elementary students from their 
attendance area schools to schools of their own choosing did not impact the 
demographics of the schools. Parents in this district tended to choose schools graded A 
by the state, but a substantial proportion choose schools that were equivalent or lower-
performing than the assigned school that their children exited. Black and poor parents 
were significantly more likely to choose very low performing schools for their children. 
The stratification in this district reflected residential housing patterns, and was not 
directly influenced by the school choice plan.  
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Table A1. 2009-2010 Enrollment by Race in Elementary Schools 
 
 
School 
Total 
Enrollment 
 
% Black 
104 644 90.8% 
136 758 87.9% 
2 544 87.5% 
108 645 86.5% 
27 609 83.6% 
99 561 82.2% 
132 526 80.2% 
56 542 79.5% 
119 624 79.5% 
64 451 73.6% 
60 519 69.9% 
21 161 66.5% 
139 575 59.8% 
105 461 56.8% 
18 300 56.7% 
31 387 55.8% 
48 491 54.6% 
124 720 53.1% 
46 381 51.4% 
19 530 51.3% 
116 638 51.3% 
80 365 50.7% 
68 808 49.3% 
55 258 49.2% 
75 322 48.8% 
36 394 47.2% 
70 495 44.4% 
117 370 43.2% 
102 725 42.5% 
43 652 41.7% 
100 539 41.6% 
35 370 38.1% 
77 411 37.5% 
98 306 35.9% 
9 943 35.7% 
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Table A1. Continued 
 
 
School 
Total 
Enrollment 
 
% Black 
94 858 35.7% 
89 800 34.4% 
59 607 32.9% 
134 343 32.7% 
1 1060 31.3% 
52 226 28.8% 
111 703 28.7% 
114 445 28.3% 
66 627 27.8% 
25 662 27.5% 
78 768 24.7% 
90 930 24.6% 
85 751 24.2% 
135 515 23.9% 
69 452 23.0% 
67 898 22.7% 
3 772 22.5% 
12 989 22.4% 
88 651 22.0% 
126 679 21.4% 
125 486 20.8% 
44 887 20.4% 
123 814 20.3% 
74 443 20.1% 
141 846 18.7% 
39 443 18.1% 
7 913 18.0% 
115 964 17.4% 
6 362 16.9% 
76 522 16.7% 
10 687 16.6% 
120 1025 16.0% 
20 436 15.4% 
71 682 15.2% 
47 780 15.0% 
Bold text signifies schools within guidelines for “integrated” 
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Table A1. Continued 
 
 
School 
Total 
Enrollment 
 
% Black 
103 947 14.5% 
121 644 14.4% 
40 765 14.1% 
129 685 14.0% 
63 420 13.8% 
106 714 13.3% 
8 951 12.6% 
57 565 12.6% 
30 1030 12.1% 
37 825 12.1% 
13 596 12.1% 
113 659 11.7% 
93 609 11.7% 
140 597 11.2% 
81 682 11.1% 
97 997 10.6% 
122 715 10.5% 
95 934 10.1% 
87 532 9.8% 
26 655 9.6% 
4 872 9.5% 
51 1111 9.5% 
24 890 9.4% 
130 971 9.4% 
82 912 9.3% 
42 981 9.3% 
28 701 9.1% 
45 767 8.9% 
86 670 8.8% 
65 854 8.8% 
91 594 8.8% 
73 929 8.7% 
53 622 8.7% 
127 518 8.5% 
23 418 8.1% 
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Table A1. Continued 
 
 
School 
Total 
Enrollment 
 
% Black 
128 611 8.0% 
15 1000 8.0% 
41 742 8.0% 
118 881 7.9% 
62 593 7.9% 
50 1015 7.8% 
110 980 7.8% 
112 631 7.4% 
58 875 7.4% 
34 662 6.9% 
131 903 6.9% 
137 401 6.7% 
14 682 6.6% 
38 756 6.3% 
61 681 5.7% 
96 714 5.5% 
138 532 4.9% 
32 778 4.9% 
107 729 4.4% 
101 666 4.2% 
16 673 3.6% 
83 721 3.5% 
92 965 3.4% 
33 1029 3.2% 
54 905 3.2% 
79 628 3.2% 
84 819 2.8% 
5 1110 2.8% 
29 891 2.7% 
17 634 2.7% 
133 1086 2.5% 
109 673 2.4% 
72 702 2.3% 
11 706 2.1% 
22 593 1.0% 
49 750 0.5% 
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Table A2. 2009-2010 Enrollment by FRL Eligibility in Elementary Schools 
 
 
School 
Total 
Enrollment % FRL 
119 624 98.40% 
104 644 97.52% 
99 561 97.50% 
26 609 97.04% 
108 645 95.97% 
63 451 95.57% 
135 515 95.34% 
45 381 95.01% 
132 526 94.68% 
17 300 94.67% 
138 532 94.17% 
116 638 94.04% 
136 758 93.93% 
139 575 93.91% 
42 652 93.71% 
24 662 93.66% 
94 858 93.01% 
55 542 92.62% 
51 226 92.48% 
100 539 92.21% 
34 370 91.89% 
30 387 91.73% 
16 634 91.64% 
59 519 91.33% 
69 495 90.91% 
122 715 90.91% 
97 997 90.67% 
89 800 90.25% 
2 544 90.07% 
127 518 89.96% 
47 491 89.00% 
49 1015 88.18% 
56 565 88.14% 
18 530 88.11% 
134 343 87.76% 
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Table A2. Continued 
 
School 
Total 
Enrollment % FRL 
10 706 87.54% 
60 681 87.22% 
1 1060 87.08% 
35 394 86.80% 
53 905 86.41% 
137 401 86.03% 
31 778 84.70% 
73 443 84.42% 
102 725 84.28% 
110 980 84.18% 
68 452 84.07% 
88 651 83.72% 
125 486 83.13% 
105 461 82.86% 
85 751 82.82% 
128 611 82.49% 
129 685 82.48% 
4 872 81.88% 
58 607 81.05% 
54 258 79.84% 
50 1111 79.84% 
87 532 78.76% 
20 161 78.26% 
93 609 77.67% 
107 729 77.64% 
64 854 77.05% 
98 306 76.80% 
140 597 76.72% 
118 881 76.50% 
52 622 76.37% 
124 720 76.25% 
71 702 75.36% 
38 443 74.72% 
67 808 73.02% 
8 943 72.85% 
74 322 72.36% 
114 445 72.36% 
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Table A2. Continued 
 
School 
Total 
Enrollment % FRL 
141 846 70.09% 
36 825 69.45% 
3 772 69.43% 
80 682 67.74% 
70 682 67.60% 
76 411 66.42% 
46 780 66.15% 
101 666 66.07% 
120 1025 65.85% 
13 682 65.84% 
79 365 64.38% 
48 750 63.60% 
23 890 63.03% 
111 703 61.74% 
117 370 61.08% 
90 930 57.63% 
19 436 55.73% 
115 964 53.73% 
106 714 51.82% 
113 659 51.59% 
130 971 51.29% 
62 420 50.95% 
75 522 50.19% 
11 989 49.04% 
65 627 48.80% 
57 875 48.11% 
86 670 48.06% 
9 687 47.45% 
40 742 47.44% 
95 934 47.00% 
72 929 46.29% 
77 768 45.44% 
22 418 42.82% 
66 898 42.32% 
6 913 41.62% 
 
Bold text signifies schools within guidelines for “integrated‖ 
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Table A2. Continued 
 
School 
Total 
Enrollment % FRL 
121 644 41.46% 
37 756 41.14% 
131 903 40.86% 
44 767 40.29% 
27 701 38.94% 
29 1030 38.54% 
96 714 37.11% 
123 814 36.49% 
21 593 35.41% 
12 596 35.23% 
43 887 34.05% 
112 631 33.12% 
81 912 32.89% 
82 721 30.51% 
84 362 30.39% 
91 594 29.29% 
33 662 28.85% 
39 765 28.10% 
25 655 26.11% 
41 981 23.14% 
14 1000 22.90% 
7 951 22.61% 
103 947 21.54% 
126 679 21.50% 
83 819 14.29% 
78 628 13.85% 
15 673 13.67% 
61 593 13.66% 
133 1086 11.69% 
109 673 11.14% 
5 1110 9.64% 
92 965 9.53% 
28 891 9.20% 
32 1029 8.45% 
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Table A3. Counterfactual Enrollment by Race in Elementary Schools 
 
School 
CF 
Enrollment % Black 
77 61 91.30% 
103 1038 85.06% 
135 613 82.32% 
107 574 81.11% 
27 774 80.80% 
98 133 80.61% 
97 1122 80.00% 
131 872 77.74% 
2 611 77.50% 
118 904 77.04% 
56 588 73.30% 
81 599 70.84% 
21 161 66.46% 
64 689 64.59% 
60 623 63.24% 
138 635 57.26% 
18 634 54.89% 
48 491 54.58% 
104 984 51.24% 
115 1002 51.22% 
31 517 51.16% 
80 365 50.68% 
19 576 50.52% 
123 683 49.37% 
55 258 49.22% 
75 322 48.76% 
36 394 47.21% 
70 610 45.57% 
68 1153 44.75% 
117 370 43.24% 
46 503 39.64% 
101 757 39.44% 
99 761 39.05% 
43 727 37.83% 
35 498 37.75% 
59 759 35.57% 
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Table A3. Continued 
 
 
School 
CF 
Enrollment % Black 
9 978 35.38% 
93 688 34.56% 
88 686 33.12% 
1 1431 30.67% 
110 1123 28.57% 
133 1132 27.94% 
66 665 27.82% 
89 1081 27.54% 
78 607 27.51% 
69 744 27.42% 
25 670 26.87% 
12 1081 25.25% 
67 860 25.23% 
52 231 25.11% 
3 814 24.94% 
44 882 23.58% 
134 562 21.86% 
113 698 20.90% 
124 632 20.70% 
7 902 20.56% 
116 788 20.00% 
141 870 19.32% 
122 703 19.03% 
120 1181 18.79% 
140 680 18.74% 
87 615 17.93% 
125 539 17.87% 
39 432 17.87% 
10 587 17.75% 
114 335 17.56% 
119 758 17.34% 
47 781 17.29% 
76 519 16.70% 
74 524 16.22% 
71 794 14.99% 
102 535 14.93% 
 
Bold text signifies schools within guidelines for “integrated” 
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Table A3. Continued 
 
 
School 
CF 
Enrollment % Black 
13 571 14.39% 
53 764 14.27% 
105 482 14.27% 
20 494 14.06% 
128 687 13.93% 
112 660 13.61% 
37 908 12.32% 
8 984 11.99% 
139 723 11.91% 
40 743 11.84% 
30 1104 11.60% 
86 711 11.54% 
92 949 10.90% 
94 952 10.72% 
51 1200 10.67% 
57 519 10.02% 
90 955 10.00% 
4 898 9.91% 
42 946 9.83% 
26 620 9.69% 
82 953 9.65% 
96 742 9.63% 
15 800 9.63% 
121 635 9.54% 
129 683 9.49% 
62 603 9.45% 
28 830 9.29% 
45 769 9.23% 
85 849 9.14% 
111 721 8.92% 
65 945 8.89% 
24 1019 8.73% 
127 406 8.44% 
50 1155 8.13% 
109 636 8.13% 
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Table A3. Continued 
 
 
School 
CF 
Enrollment % Black 
73 856 7.83% 
126 347 7.64% 
58 902 7.46% 
23 392 7.40% 
41 716 7.22% 
130 969 7.11% 
34 669 7.03% 
32 935 6.64% 
14 851 6.58% 
100 571 6.21% 
95 1110 5.93% 
38 678 5.31% 
136 973 4.91% 
63 328 4.88% 
61 648 4.63% 
137 387 4.57% 
83 770 3.82% 
91 569 3.48% 
79 601 3.33% 
33 1054 3.23% 
16 683 3.07% 
106 721 2.93% 
108 900 2.83% 
132 630 2.83% 
5 1169 2.83% 
29 763 2.49% 
11 689 2.32% 
17 737 1.90% 
54 936 1.82% 
72 811 1.73% 
84 769 1.43% 
22 553 0.90% 
49 751 0.53% 
6 362 0.00% 
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Table A4. Counterfactual Enrollment by FRL Eligibility in Elementary Schools 
 
 
School 
CF 
Enrollment % FRL 
119 758 97.89% 
99 761 95.80% 
27 774 95.22% 
104 984 94.21% 
132 630 93.33% 
18 634 92.74% 
43 727 92.16% 
116 788 92.13% 
46 503 92.05% 
25 670 91.79% 
135 613 91.68% 
94 952 91.28% 
108 900 91.11% 
2 611 91.00% 
17 737 90.91% 
56 588 90.48% 
52 231 90.48% 
100 571 90.37% 
136 973 90.24% 
138 635 90.24% 
70 610 90.00% 
50 1155 89.44% 
107 574 89.02% 
48 491 89.00% 
139 723 88.66% 
11 689 87.23% 
77 61 86.89% 
36 394 86.80% 
122 703 86.49% 
19 576 86.28% 
89 1081 86.12% 
61 648 85.80% 
64 689 85.63% 
60 623 85.39% 
57 519 84.97% 
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Table A4. Continued 
 
 
School 
CF 
Enrollment % FRL 
127 406 84.73% 
97 1122 84.49% 
35 498 83.94% 
54 936 83.44% 
1 1431 82.46% 
4 898 81.63% 
88 686 81.49% 
31 517 80.85% 
129 683 80.53% 
85 849 80.33% 
55 258 79.84% 
32 935 79.79% 
110 1123 79.61% 
102 535 79.44% 
128 687 79.33% 
137 387 79.07% 
93 688 78.63% 
21 161 78.26% 
65 945 77.67% 
98 133 76.80% 
124 632 76.58% 
51 1200 76.17% 
53 764 76.05% 
87 615 75.28% 
59 759 75.23% 
125 539 75.14% 
118 904 74.89% 
105 482 74.48% 
134 562 74.38% 
69 744 74.19% 
74 524 73.66% 
75 322 72.36% 
140 680 72.21% 
9 978 69.02% 
72 811 68.43% 
39 432 67.59% 
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Table A4. Continued 
 
 
School 
CF 
Enrollment % FRL 
141 870 67.36% 
47 781 67.09% 
81 599 66.94% 
49 751 66.44% 
3 814 66.22% 
114 335 65.67% 
37 908 65.53% 
80 365 64.38% 
101 757 64.20% 
68 1153 63.75% 
111 721 63.11% 
120 1181 62.49% 
14 851 61.46% 
71 794 60.45% 
24 1019 59.86% 
90 955 55.08% 
115 1002 53.19% 
76 519 51.25% 
10 587 50.94% 
78 607 50.91% 
20 494 50.40% 
113 698 49.71% 
130 969 48.61% 
12 1081 48.29% 
67 860 47.09% 
58 902 47.01% 
66 665 44.81% 
106 721 44.66% 
95 1110 44.23% 
131 872 43.69% 
41 716 42.74% 
73 856 42.29% 
7 902 41.69% 
121 635 41.57% 
86 711 41.35% 
45 769 40.70% 
 
Bold text signifies schools within guidelines for “integrated” 
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Table A4. Continued 
 
 
School 
CF 
Enrollment % FRL 
63 328 40.55% 
117 370 38.92% 
13 571 38.00% 
44 882 37.87% 
22 553 37.07% 
30 1104 37.05% 
38 678 36.43% 
96 742 36.12% 
28 830 35.90% 
123 683 34.85% 
23 392 33.93% 
91 569 32.16% 
112 660 31.52% 
6 362 30.39% 
82 953 30.22% 
34 669 29.00% 
83 770 28.44% 
40 743 28.26% 
126 347 27.67% 
26 620 27.10% 
15 800 26.25% 
42 946 24.52% 
8 984 22.56% 
103 1038 21.29% 
62 603 15.75% 
79 601 14.48% 
16 683 12.88% 
133 1132 12.46% 
84 769 11.96% 
109 636 11.79% 
5 1169 10.09% 
92 949 9.48% 
29 763 7.99% 
33 1054 7.02% 
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Table A5. Comparison of Actual and Counterfactual Demographics 
 
 
 
School 
 
Actual 
Enrollment  
CF 
Enrollment  
Actual 
Black 
CF 
Black  
Actual 
FRL 
CR 
FRL 
 
 
Count  Count  Percent Percent  Percent Percent 
 
1 
 
1060 
  
1431 
 
31 31  87 82 
2 544  611  88 78  90 91 
3 772  814  23 25  69 66 
4 872  898  10 10  82 82 
5 1110  1169  3 3  10 10 
6 362  362  17 17  30 30 
7 913  902  18 21  42 42 
8 951  984  13 12  23 23 
9 943  978  36 35  73 69 
10 687  587  17 18  47 51 
11 706  689  2 2  88 87 
12 989  1081  22 25  49 48 
13 596  571  12 14  35 38 
14 682  851  7 7  66 61 
15 1000  800  8 10  23 26 
16 673  683  4 3  14 13 
17 634  737  3 2  92 91 
18 300  634  57 55  95 93 
19 530  576  51 51  88 86 
20 436  494  15 14  56 50 
21 161  161  66 66  78 78 
22 593  553  1 1  35 37 
23 418  392  8 7  43 34 
24 890  1019  9 9  63 60 
25 662  670  27 27  94 92 
26 655  620  10 10  26 27 
27 609  774  84 81  97 95 
28 701  830  9 9  39 36 
29 891  763  3 2  9 8 
30 1030  1104  12 12  39 37 
31 387  517  56 51  92 81 
32 778  935  5 7  85 80 
33 1029  1054  3 3  8 7 
34 662  669  7 7  29 29 
35 370  498  38 38  92 84 
36 394  394  47 47  87 87 
37 825  908  12 12  69 66 
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Table A5 Continued    
School Actual 
Enrollment 
 CF 
Enrollment 
 Actual 
Black 
% 
CF 
Black 
%  
Actual 
FRL 
% 
CF 
FRL 
% 
38 756  678  6 5  41 36 
39 443  432  18 18  75 68 
40 765  743  14 12  28 28 
41 742  716  8 7  47 43 
42 981  946  9 10  23 25 
43 652  727  42 38  94 92 
44 887  882  20 24  34 38 
45 767  769  9 9  40 41 
46 381  503  51 40  95 92 
47 780  781  15 17  66 67 
48 491  491  55 55  89 89 
49 750  751  1 1  64 66 
50 1015  1155  8 8  88 89 
51 1111  1200  9 11  80 76 
52 226  231  29 25  92 90 
53 622  764  9 14  76 76 
54 905  936  3 2  86 83 
55 258  258  49 49  80 80 
56 542  588  80 73  93 90 
57 565  519  13 10  88 85 
58 875  902  7 7  48 47 
59 607  759  33 36  81 75 
60 519  623  70 63  91 85 
61 681  648  6 5  87 86 
62 593  603  8 9  14 16 
63 420  328  14 5  51 41 
64 451  689  74 65  96 86 
65 854  945  9 9  77 78 
66 627  665  28 28  49 45 
67 898  860  23 25  42 47 
68 808  1153  49 45  73 64 
69 452  744  23 27  84 74 
70 495  610  44 46  91 90 
71 682  794  15 15  68 60 
72 702  811  2 2  75 68 
73 929  856  9 8  46 42 
74 443  524  20 16  84 74 
75 322  322  49 49  72 72 
76 522  519  17 17  50 51 
77 411  411  37 37  66 66 
78 768  607  25 28  45 51 
79 628  601  3 3  14 14 
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Table A5. Continued 
School Actual 
Enrollment 
 CF 
Enrollment 
 Actual 
Black 
% 
CF 
Black 
%  
Actual 
FRL 
% 
CF 
FRL 
% 
80 365  365  51 58  64 38 
81 682  599  11 9  68 67 
82 912  953  9 10  33 30 
83 721  770  3 4  31 28 
84 819  769  3 1  14 12 
85 751  849  24 23  83 80 
86 670  711  9 9  48 41 
87 532  615  10 9  79 75 
88 651  686  22 18  84 81 
89 800  1081  34 33  90 86 
90 930  955  25 28  58 55 
91 594  569  9 10  29 32 
92 965  949  3 3  10 9 
93 609  688  12 11  78 79 
94 858  952  36 35  93 91 
95 934  1110  10 11  47 44 
96 714  742  5 6  37 36 
97 997  1122  11 10  91 84 
98 306  306  36 36  77 77 
99 561  761  82 81  98 96 
100 539  571  42 39  92 90 
101 666  757  4 6  66 64 
102 725  535  42 39  84 79 
103 947  1038  14 15  22 21 
104 644  984  90 85  98 94 
105 461  482  57 51  83 74 
106 714  721  13 14  52 45 
107 729  574  4 3  78 89 
108 645  900  87 81  96 91 
109 673  636  2 3  11 12 
110 980  1123  8 8  84 80 
111 703  721  29 29  62 63 
112 631  660  7 9  33 32 
113 659  698  12 14  52 50 
114 445  335  28 18  72 66 
115 964  1002  17 21  54 53 
116 638  788  51 51  94 92 
117 370  370  43 43  61 61 
118 881  904  8 8  77 75 
119 624  758  79 77  98 98 
120 1025  1181  16 17  66 62 
121 644  635  14 19  41 42 
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Table A5. Continued 
School Actual 
Enrollment 
 CF 
Enrollment 
 Actual 
Black 
% 
CF 
Black 
%  
Actual 
FRL 
% 
CF 
FRL 
% 
122 715  703  10 10  91 86 
123 814  683  20 19  36 35 
124 720  632  53 49  76 77 
125 486  539  21 21  83 75 
126 679  347  21 18  22 28 
127 518  406  8 8  90 85 
128 611  687  8 8  82 79 
129 685  683  14 14  82 81 
130 971  969  9 9  51 49 
131 903  872  7 7  41 44 
132 526  630  80 78  95 93 
133 1086  1132  2 3  12 12 
134 343  562  33 28  88 74 
135 515  613  24 22  95 92 
136 758  973  88 82  94 90 
137 401  387  7 2  86 79 
138 532  635  5 5  94 90 
139 575  723  60 57  94 89 
140 597  680  11 12  77 72 
141 846  870  19 19  70 67 
 
 
